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Executive Summary 
 
On June 5, 2024, pursuant to Section 10-223e(e)(2) of the Connecticut General Statutes, the 
State Board of Education (SBE) directed the Commissioner of Education to take the necessary 
action to implement, on behalf of the SBE, the powers set forth in Section 10-223e to ensure the 
stability of fiscal operations of Hartford Public Schools (HPS or the District). This action 
included review of the following areas: (1) magnet school assessment: optimizing funds 
utilization; (2) special education services assessment; and (3) improvement of financial systems. 
The SBE previously received reports on Items 2 and 3, and this report pertains only to Item 1. 
 
The present analysis of magnet school funding is a key part of the Hartford fiscal review given 
the essential role of Hartford’s magnet schools in providing educational options to Hartford-
resident students. HPS is a single, unified school district that consists of both neighborhood 
schools and interdistrict magnet schools, the latter of which serve students from Hartford as well 
as students from surrounding communities. Magnet schools are a key part of the State’s efforts to 
meet its Constitutional obligations under Sheff v. O’Neill (Sheff) and represent a critical 
component in the District’s effort to expand opportunities for Hartford-resident students. Under 
the Sheff case and the operative settlement agreement (the Comprehensive School Choice Plan 
(CCP)), magnet schools must support racial, ethnic and economic diversity and offer special and 
high-quality curricula. In 2023–24, Hartford students made up more than half of all students 
enrolled in the District’s magnet schools. 
 
The Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) Office of Internal Audit and Legal 
Affairs Office hereby submit the Executive Summary in the above matter. The Final Report will 
follow at a subsequent meeting. 
 

Prepared by: Matthew E. Venhorst, Staff Attorney 



   
 

   
 

 
  

Connecticut State Department of Education 

Charlene M. Russell-Tucker 

Commissioner of Education  

 
  
  

  
 
  
  
  
  

Executive Summary 
 Hartford Public Schools Fiscal 

Operations  
Financial Analysis of Hartford Magnet 

School Operations 
  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Published: November 5, 2025 
  



   
 

2 
 

Background: Hartford Magnet Funding Analysis 
 
In June 2024, the State Board of Education (SBE) authorized statutory intervention under Connecticut 
General Statutes (C.G.S.) § 10-223e to ensure the stability of fiscal operations in the Hartford Public 
Schools (HPS or the District) following the District’s report to the SBE’s Accountability and Support 
Committee on the impact of budget reductions on HPS’ staffing levels. Acting on behalf of the SBE, 
the Commissioner instructed the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) to address three 
areas: (1) optimizing funds utilization at Hartford’s magnet schools; (2) assessing and enhancing 
special education services; and (3) improving financial systems. This Executive Summary addresses 
the first focus area – magnet school funding utilization. 
 
This magnet funding prong of the three-pronged approach is part of the CSDE’s overall support to 
Hartford Public Schools fiscal operations. Hartford magnet schools are operated by the District as part 
of HPS’ educational system, serving Hartford students as well as out-of-district students in a themed 
educational environment.1 In 2023-24, the last year of the report review, District-operated magnet 
schools educated more than 4,000 Hartford-resident students out of nearly 8,000 enrollments across all 
Hartford magnet schools. Appendix A and B. The magnet funding analysis represents an important 
component of the Hartford fiscal review given the significant role of District magnet schools in 
offering educational options to Hartford-resident students.2    
 
The CSDE’s Office of Internal Audit (OIA), in collaboration with the CSDE’s Legal Office, conducted 
the magnet funding analysis, which included an analysis of the funding of Hartford’s magnet schools 
through its Equity-Based Budget Framework (EBBF) to determine the following: (1) alignment with 
the Sheff v’ O’Neill court order (the Comprehensive School Choice Plan (CCP), which was signed by 
the City of Hartford as a party to the case); and (2) compliance with the statutory requirements of 
interdistrict magnet schools in C.G.S. § 10-264l to provide high-quality, themed, and integrated 
education. 
 
OIA reviewed HPS financial records for fiscal years (FY) 2019, 2022 and 2024 and primarily focused 
on operating funding sources, comprised of Education Cost Sharing (ECS) Grants, Magnet School 
Operating Grants, and local district funding. The review included analyses of enrollment trends, 
staffing levels, and school facility utilization to contextualize how shifts in these areas affect both 
magnet and Neighborhood schools.  
 
The findings presented in this Executive Summary and the Final Report are intended to provide a 
factual and comprehensive understanding of the District’s use of magnet funding, highlight key fiscal 
and operational trends impacting Sheff-related obligations, and identify recommendations for the 
equitable and efficient allocation of educational resources in line with statutory and court-ordered 
obligations. The Executive Summary presents key takeaways from the Final Report and includes select 
section summaries from that document to highlight the review findings and conclusions.  

 
1 Not all schools in the Hartford Public School system are magnet schools. The District operates “Neighborhood” schools 
as well, which are also public schools run by the Hartford Board of Education. 
2 The magnet funding prong took on particular importance based on reported concerns from families with students in 
District-operated magnet schools about significant changes in programming at such schools over the years of the review 
period.  
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HPS Adopted the EBBF in 2020 to Allocate School Funding 
 
SELECT SECTION SUMMARY FROM THE FINAL REPORT 

• A key analysis for the magnet review is the impact of the EBBF on the District’s allocation of 
shared resources to magnet schools as part of a single Hartford Public School system. 

• HPS adopted the EBBF in 2020 to set the operating funding levels for magnet schools and 
Neighborhood schools based on student enrollment and need within the Hartford educational 
system.  

• The EBBF consists of two allocations – the School Based Allocation and the District 
Allocation – in combination to determine a school’s budget. The School Based Allocation 
determines administrative, general instruction and support positions using student enrollment 
projections, weighted for upper grade levels, multilanguage learners and chronically absent 
students. The District Allocation budgets for other positions and expenses based on the 
District’s assessment of school need.  

• The District assigns revenue sources to allocate funding based on the budgets from the EBBF. 
 
The District adopted the EBBF in 2020 to set the operating funding levels for magnet schools and 
Neighborhood schools with the purpose of allocating funding in an equitable way across all schools 
based on student enrollment and need. A key analysis for the magnet review is the impact of the EBBF 
on the District’s allocation of shared resources to magnet schools and Neighborhood schools as the 
operator of both school types within the HPS system.  
 
The EBBF consists of two allocations – the School Based Allocation and the District Allocation – in 
combination to determine a school’s budget. For the School Based Allocation, schools enter school 
enrollment numbers in the EBBF spreadsheet to calculate: (1) administrative, general instruction and 
support positions; (2) funding needs for non-position costs; and (3) an allotment for discretionary 
school funding that is weighted for higher grade levels and for magnet schools. The calculation is 
weighted for percentages of multilingual learners and chronically absent students to provide added 
funding for additional positions to support the higher student need based on these factors. At the time 
the EBBF was implemented in 2020, the calculation provided magnet schools with a $500 per student 
allotment, but that allotment was reduced to $250 per student in FY21 and eliminated in FY26.  
  
The second allocation of the EBBF – the District Allocation – determines the budget needs for (1) 
mandatory or statutorily required positions; and (2) costs for substitute teachers, middle and high 
school athletics and utilities. Funding allocation decisions regarding the District Allocation are made 
by respective HPS central office departments based on the departments’ assessments of school need. 
 
The District assigns revenue sources to allocate funding after the budget levels are established through 
the EBBF. 
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Sheff Magnet Schools Reflect the Large Majority of Voluntary 
Interdistrict Programs Designed to Serve the CCP and Are Funded 

Through a Complex Framework to Support Compliance with the Goals 
of Sheff v. O’Neill  

 
SELECT SECTION SUMMARY FROM THE FINAL REPORT 

• Magnet schools were created as part of the State’s constitutional obligation under the landmark  
Sheff v. O’Neill case to remedy racial, ethnic, and economic isolation by offering diverse, high-
quality educational opportunities to Hartford students. 

• The parties entered a final settlement (the CCP) in 2022, which included the City of Hartford 
as a signatory.  

• The CCP sets specific goals, quality standards, and commitments for magnet schools as the 
largest component of the Sheff system and specifically recognizes such schools as critical 
structures for advancing integration and educational equity in the Hartford region. 

• The CCP and magnet statutory provisions in C.G.S. § 10-264l require that interdistrict magnet 
schools provide high-quality, theme-based, and integrated educational programs that attract a 
diverse student population by offering rigorous academics, engaging themes, and robust 
extracurricular opportunities. 

• The Permanent Injunction (PI) tied to the CCP allows the Sheff plaintiffs to return to court for 
up to 10 years if the State fails to meet the CCP’s material terms to enforce compliance with 
the court-ordered agreement. 

• In 2009, Public Act (PA) 09-6 (Sept. Special Session) overhauled the State’s magnet school 
funding system, creating a distinct funding framework for Sheff Region3 magnets that provided 
significantly higher per-pupil grants than those outside the region to ensure all Sheff operators 
have the financial capacity to deliver high-quality, diverse, and specialized programs that fulfill 
the State’s constitutional obligations under Sheff. 

 
Magnet schools were created as part of the State’s constitutional obligation under the Sheff v. O’Neill 
case to remedy racial, ethnic, and economic isolation by offering diverse, high-quality educational 
opportunities to Hartford students. The parties to the Sheff case, including the City of Hartford, agreed 
to a final settlement, the Comprehensive School Choice Plan, which was approved by the General 
Assembly and adopted as an order of the court in 2022. The CCP sets specific goals, quality standards, 
and commitments for magnet schools as the largest component of the Sheff system and specifically 
recognizes such schools as critical structures for advancing integration and educational equity in the 
Hartford region.  
 
The CCP is enforced through the terms of the PI, which, along with the CCP itself, was signed by the 
Sheff parties, approved by the General Assembly, and adopted as an order of the Superior Court. The 
PI explicitly authorizes the Plaintiffs, for a period of 10 years (through 2032), to return to court and 

 
3 Interdistrict magnet schools exist both inside and outside of the “Sheff Region,” which is defined in the CCP to include 
“the school districts of Avon, Bloomfield, Canton, East Granby, East Hartford, East Windsor, Ellington, Farmington, 
Glastonbury, Granby, Hartford, Manchester, Newington, Rocky Hill, Simsbury, South Windsor, Suffield, Vernon, West 
Hartford, Wethersfield, Windsor, and Windsor Locks.”  CCP, at 5. 



   
 

5 
 

ultimately to litigate alleged noncompliance with certain material terms of the CCP. Consequently, 
continued compliance with the CCP is essential to avoid renewed court intervention.  
 
The CCP relies extensively on the magnet school system in the Sheff Region to fulfill the State’s Sheff 
obligations based on the extensive scope of the system, comprised of 44 magnet schools and almost 
19,000 enrolled students in 2023-24. Appendix A. Hartford operates 21of the 44 magnet schools in the 
Sheff Region as part of the HPS educational system. In 2023-24, Hartford-resident students 
represented more than half of the total student enrollment at District magnet schools. Appendix A and 
B.  
 
The stipulation and associated magnet statutory provisions in C.G.S. § 10-264l require that interdistrict 
magnet schools provide high-quality, theme-based, and integrated educational programs that attract a 
diverse student population. The CCP specifies “key ingredients for creating attractive and appealing 
voluntary interdistrict options as the foundation for the core school choice portfolio” including: (1) 
attractive 21st century magnet themes; (2) appealing extras; and (3) high quality education. CCP, at 8-
9. 
 
Funding allocations are a critical consideration for meeting the mandates of the CCP. Magnet school 
funding in Connecticut is governed by C.G.S. § 10-264l, which establishes per pupil operating grants 
based on the type of operator – either a local board of education or a non-board entity such as a 
Regional Educational Service Center (RESC) or college affiliate. In the Sheff Region specifically, 
magnet school funding was significantly enhanced through PA 09-6 (Sept. Spec. Sess.), which 
distinguished Sheff operators from those elsewhere in the State due to their court-ordered role in 
reducing racial and economic isolation to ensure all Sheff operators have the financial capacity to 
deliver high-quality, diverse, and specialized programs that fulfill the State’s constitutional obligations 
under Sheff v. O’Neill. 
 
Before the 2009 legislative change, both local board of education operators and non-board operators 
received per-pupil grants without distinction based on region, with local boards receiving a different 
and lower amount for both non-resident and resident student enrollments than non-board operators,  
and non-board operators receiving higher grants plus the ability to charge tuition. After the passage of 
PA 09-6 (Sept. Spec. Sess.), the funding formula was revised to differentiate Sheff Region operators: 
(1) local board of education operators began receiving no per-pupil funding for resident students but 
significantly higher grants for non-resident students, reflecting their access to ECS funding and local 
tax revenue; while (2) non-board operators continued to receive per-pupil grants for all students and 
retained the authority to charge tuition. Both groups received increased funding levels within the Sheff 
Region compared to operators outside the region. 
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The table below illustrates the change to the funding framework before and after PA 09-06 (Sept. Spec. 
Sess.), which elevated funding levels for all Sheff Region magnets as a group and differentiated the 
framework by type of operator from the rest of the State. 
 

Executive Summary Table 1 

Historical Magnet Operating Grant Per-Pupil Funding 

Region 

  Per-Pupil Rate  
(Pre-FY10) Per-Pupil Rate (FY10) Per-Pupil Rate  

(2023-24) 

 Operator Type Resident Non-
Resident Resident Non-

Resident Resident Non-
Resident 

Sheff 
Region BOE $3,000  $6,730  $0  

 
$12,000 + 

tuition 
prohibited  $0  

$13,315 + 
tuition 

prohibited  
RESC/College 
Affiliated 

$7,620 + 
tuition 

$7,620 + 
tuition 

$9,695 + 
tuition 

$9,695 + 
tuition 

$10,652 + 
tuition 

$10,652 + 
tuition 

Non-
Sheff 
Region 

BOE (*tuition if 
authorized) $3,000  $6,730* $3,000  $6,730* $3,060  $7,227* 
RESC <55% 
single district 

$7,620 + 
tuition 

$7,620 + 
tuition 

$7,620 + 
tuition 

$7,620 + 
tuition 

$8,058 + 
tuition 

$8,058 + 
tuition 

RESC >= 55% 
single district  

$3,000 
largest 
town + 
tuition 

$6,730 + 
tuition 

$3,000 
largest 
town + 
tuition 

$6,730 + 
tuition 

$3,060 
largest 
town + 
tuition 

$7,227 + 
tuition 

 
  
As noted above and in the table, PA 09-6 (Sept. Spec. Sess.) (1) increased the per pupil rates for all 
Sheff magnet operators; and (2) created a unique funding model for board of education-operated Sheff 
magnets by eliminating funding for resident students and nearly doubling the per-pupil rate for non-
residents. Senator Thomas Gaffey, co-chair of the Education Committee, explained during the 2009 
debate that “we have to keep in mind that we are operating under a court order... to have a far more 
diverse makeup of our schools in the Sheff region,” underscoring the constitutional importance of the 
funding structure. The elevated grants reflected the State’s intent to ensure that all Sheff operators, 
regardless of governance model, have the financial resources necessary to meet integration mandates 
and support high-quality, themed education. Recent legislative reforms in 2024 have further revised 
this framework, moving toward a needs-based formula aligned with ECS, while maintaining the 
differentiated treatment of Sheff board of education operators through continued $0 per-pupil funding 
for in-district students. 
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Key Findings from OIA’s Analysis of District Magnet Funding 
The OIA conducted a comprehensive review of HPS’ magnet school funding to evaluate how 
resources are allocated and whether the District’s practices align with statutory and court-ordered 
requirements under Sheff and the CCP. The analysis examined both budgeted and actual expenditures 
to capture how funds were distributed and spent at the school level during FY19, FY22 and FY24, 
accounting for centralized costs, based on budget documents, accounting ledgers and various other 
reports from the District’s accounting system to isolate budgeted funding and expenditures for magnet 
schools and for Neighborhood schools. The review also included interviews with District staff and 
magnet school principals, and analysis of enrollment, staffing, and facility utilization data to 
understand how demographic and operational shifts may have influenced funding patterns. 
 
OIA compared per pupil operating funds among three key groups to test whether magnet schools are 
receiving funding consistent with both the intent of C.G.S. § 10-264l and the goals of Sheff and the 
CCP: 

1. HPS-operated Sheff magnet schools; 
2. Non-board Sheff magnet operators (the Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) and 

Goodwin University Educational Services (GUES)); and 
3. HPS Neighborhood schools, as part of the HPS educational system. 

 
Operating funds for HPS Sheff magnet schools are composed of three components: (1) the magnet 
operating grant for out-of-district student enrollments; (2) ECS funding from the State for in-district 
students; and (3) local funding from tax revenues and health & welfare funds. Operating funds for 
non-board of education Sheff magnet schools are composed of two components based on the funding 
structure in C.G.S. § 10-264l: (1) the magnet operating grant for all enrolled students; and (2) tuition 
charged to the resident towns of enrolled students. For Neighborhood schools, operating funds include 
the ECS grant and local funding. 
 
The results revealed systemic funding imbalances – most notably, that Hartford-operated magnet 
schools received substantially less per-pupil operating funding than both non-board Sheff magnet 
operators and the District’s Neighborhood schools, despite serving comparable student enrollments as 
Neighborhood schools.  
 
Key OIA findings from the analysis are set forth below. 
 
→ Analysis of “theoretical” operating funds4 for HPS-operated Sheff magnet schools compared to 

non-board operators (CREC and GUES) found a substantial funding gap, with Hartford magnets 
lagging behind other Sheff Region schools. 

 
4 The OIA analysis of estimated operating funds for purposes of the comparison with non-board of education peer Sheff 
operators assumed that ECS funds were distributed evenly across all District schools and that no deductions were made for 
centralized costs. This calculation reflects the theoretical total funding that would be available to support magnet operations 
if State-issued grant funding within the District‘s operating funds were proportionally shared and fully directed to school-
level operations. This approach was taken for an equalized comparison between HPS magnet schools and non-board of 
education Sheff operators since OIA did not have access to the centralized costs that are deducted from operating funds for 
CREC and GUES. Centralized costs include costs for central office administration and centrally controlled accounts. The 
analysis refers to these calculations without centralized costs as the “theoretical” amount. 
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• The analysis revealed a significant lag in operating funds between Harford-operated 
magnets and the non-board of education-operated magnets in the Sheff Region. 

• Specifically, for FY24, CREC and GUES’s per pupil operating funds were nearly identical 
at $16,775 and $16,794 respectively, while the HPS rate trailed by nearly $2,800 at $14,008 
per pupil. Executive Summary Table 2. 

Executive Summary Table 2 

Sheff Magnet (Theoretical) Operating Funds Comparison by Operator 

  FY 195 FY24 
  CREC GUES HPS CREC GUES HPS 
Enrollment (All Grades) 8,637 940 8,282 8947 1240 7522 
Estimated Tuition $39,356,540 $5,329,152 $0 $56,330,932 $7,720,098 $0 
Magnet Operating Grant $88,054,745 $9,804,341 $58,429,704 $93,755,568 $13,104,628 $48,266,875 
ECS Estimate $0 $0 $39,798,790 $0 $0 $45,061,011 

HPS Local Funding $0 $0 $8,949,480 $0 $0 $12,040,831 
Total Estimated 
Operating Funding $127,411,285 $15,133,493 $107,177,974 $150,086,500 $20,824,726 $105,368,717 

Estimated Per Pupil  $14,752 $16,099 $12,941 $16,775 $16,794 $14,008 
*PK and K-12 tuition rates were averaged to obtain aggregate average tuition rates. 

 
→ Analysis of budgeted operating funds6 for HPS-operated Sheff magnet schools compared to 

District Neighborhood schools found a substantial funding gap, with Hartford magnet schools 
lagging behind District Neighborhood schools in resource allocation across the HPS system. 
Executive Summary Table 3. 

• In 2019, Neighborhood schools received $644 more per student than magnet schools (6.6% 
more at $10,341 vs $9,697 per pupil). 

• By 2024, after implementation of the EBBF, the gap widened to $3,317 more per student, 
reflecting a 30.5% gap in funding ($14,186 for Neighborhood schools versus $10,869 per 
pupil for magnets schools).  

• Between 2019 and 2024, Neighborhood schools received $2,673 more per pupil in 
budgeted operating funds than magnet schools.  
 

 
5 For FY19, funding per pupil was slightly higher at GUES ($16,099) than at CREC ($14,752). This variance is due to 
differences in K-12 tuition rates. 
6 The OIA analysis utilized budgeted operating funds based on data from actual accounting records made available to OIA 
from HPS for purposes of the OIA’s review of the District’s magnet funding. The budgeted operating funds reflect the 
actual budgeted allocations provided to magnet schools and Neighborhood schools in each year of the analysis, accounting 
for administrative and central office costs.  
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Executive Summary Table 3 

Budgeted Operating Funds Comparison of Magnet and Neighborhood Schools 

Year 

Total 
Enr.  

(Col. 1) 

Res. 
Std. 
Enr. 

(Col. 2) 

ECS 
Funding 
for Res. 

Std. 
(Col. 3) 

ECS 
Funding 
Per Pupil 

(Res. 
Std.) 

(Col. 4) 

Mag. Sch. 
Op Grant  

(Col. 5) 

Local 
Funding 
(Col. 6) 

Local 
Funding 
Per Pupil 
(Col. 7) 

Total 
Operating 

Funds 
(Col. 8) 

Operating 
Funds Per 

Pupil 
(Col. 9) 

Magnet Schools 

2024 7,522 3,897 23,373,378 5,998 46,340,605 12,040,831 3,090 81,754,814 $10,869 
2022 7,852 3,871 18,002,074 4,650 51,227,900 9,693,425 2,504 78,923,399 $10,051 
2019 8,282 3,790 17,372,520 4,584 53,987,264 8,949,480 2,361 80,309,264 $9,697 

Neighborhood Schools 

2024 7,514 7,514 70,352,635 9,363 N/A 36,242,267 4,823 106,594,902 $14,186 
2022 8,073 8,073 65,301,839 8,089 N/A 35,162,528 4,356 100,464,367 $12,444 
2019 10,000 10,000 68,251,667 6,825 N/A 35,159,949 3,516 103,411,616 $10,341 

 

→ Allocations of Hartford general funds (ECS funds plus local funding) account for the higher levels 
of budgeted operating funds to Neighborhood schools. Executive Summary Table 4. 

• Neighborhood schools received substantially higher levels of per pupil funding from both 
ECS and local sources than magnet schools received from shared HPS resources, resulting 
in a persistent and widening resource gap, despite accounting for differences in resident 
student enrollment through the per pupil calculation. 

• Neighborhood schools received over $5,000 more per pupil in general funds in both FY22 
and FY24 than magnet schools.  

• In FY24, ECS budgeted funding per magnet resident student was $5,998 versus $9,363 per 
Neighborhood school student, representing 56% more in ECS funding to Neighborhood 
schools than magnet schools. Similarly, local funding in that year was $3,090 per magnet 
school student and $4,823 per Neighborhood school student, again, representing 56% more 
in local funding to Neighborhood schools than magnet schools.   

• Overall, budgeted general funding per resident magnet student in FY24 was $9,088 at 
magnet schools versus $14,186 for Neighborhood school students – a 56% greater per pupil 
allocation at Neighborhood schools. Similar trends held true in the other years in the review 
period. 
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Executive Summary Table 4 
Per Pupil Funding for General Fund Budget-- Neighborhood Schools (NS) and Magnet Schools (MS) 

 Year 

Res. 
Count 
(Col. 1) 

ECS for 
MS 

Res. PP 
(Col. 2) 

ECS for 
NS PP 
(Col. 3) 

Percent 
Diff. NS 
vs MS 

(Col. 4) 

Local 
Funding 
MS Res. 

PP 
(Col. 5) 

Local 
Funding 
NS PP 
(Col. 6) 

Percent 
Diff. NS 
vs MS 

(Col. 7) 

Total 
General 

Fund 
MS Res. 

PP 
(Col. 8) 

Total 
General 

Fund 
NS PP 
(Col. 9) 

Percent 
Diff. NS 
vs MS 

(Col. 10) 

2024 

7,514 
NS 

3,897 
MS 

$5,998 $9,363 
56.1% 
more to 

NS 
$3,090 $4,823 

56.1% 
more to 

NS 
$9,088 $14,186 

56.1% 
more to 

NS 

2022 

8,073 
NS 

3,871 
MS 

$4,650 $8,089 
74% 

more to 
NS 

$2,504 $4,356 
74% 

more to 
NS 

$7,155 $12,444 
73.9% 

more to 
NS 

2019 

10,000 
NS 

3,790 
MS 

$4,584 $6,825 
49.9% 
more to 

NS 
$2,361 $3,516 

49% 
more to 

NS 
$6,945 $10,341 

48.9% 
more to 

NS 

 
 

→ The same funding differential between Neighborhood schools and magnet schools applies to 
general fund expenditures (the amount actually expended by the two school types in the applicable 
years). 

• In FY19, total general fund expenditures per resident student were 54.2% higher at 
Neighborhood schools than at magnet schools, however, by FY24, the gap had widened to 
71.9% in favor of Neighborhood schools after implementation of the EBBF. 
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→ Enrollment trends in both magnet schools and Neighborhood schools show declining enrollment 
for both school types (with the exception of special education enrollment in magnet schools), 
although the negative trends in Neighborhood schools were substantially greater than in magnet 
schools over the study time period which led to similar enrollment totals by FY24. Executive 
Summary Table 5.  

• Overall enrollments at both school types decreased between FY19 and FY24, however, the 
negative trend was much greater in Neighborhood schools (-25%) compared to magnet 
schools (-9%).7    

• In 2019, Neighborhood school enrollment (10,000) was significantly more than at magnet 
schools (8,282); however, by 2024, enrollments for the two school types were nearly 
identical (7,522 total magnet enrollment compared to 7,514 total Neighborhood school 
enrollment).  

• High-need student enrollment decreased by 24% at Neighborhood schools compared to a 
1% decrease at magnet schools.  

• Special education enrollment decreased by 17% at Neighborhood schools compared to a 
14% increase at magnet schools. 

 
→ Trend analyses comparing budget and expenditure calculations from FY19 to FY24 confirmed that 

funding gaps between magnet schools and Neighborhood schools, from each evaluated source, 
increased over the review period and since the implementation of EBBF, even though enrollment 
gaps decreased over time to nearly identical overall enrollment in FY24. Executive Summary 
Table 5.   

• The per pupil gap in budgeted operating funds between magnet schools and Neighborhood 
schools increased to nearly $2,700 per pupil since implementation of the EBBF in 2020 and 
FY24. 

 In FY19, the difference in per pupil budgeted operating funds between magnet 
schools and Neighborhood schools was $644 per pupil. 

  In FY24, the per pupil funding gap widened to $3,317 per pupil. 
• Operating budgets for magnet schools increased by 12% compared to a 37% increase for 

Neighborhood schools from FY19 to FY24, while operating expenditures increased by 3% 
and 25%, respectively.  

• Total Budgets (from all revenue sources) for magnet schools increased by 40% ($10,252 to 
$14,308) from FY19 to FY24, compared to a 63% ($12,280 to $20,059) increase for 
Neighborhood schools. Total expenditures increased by 34% and 61%, respectively. 

 
 

 

 
7 Of note, within magnet schools, the percentage of students from out-of-district declined from 54.2% to 48.2% from FY19 
to FY24, while resident enrollments increased by 2.8% from 3,790 in FY19 to 3,897 in FY24. The declining non-resident 
enrollment resulted in a decrease in the aggregate amount of the magnet school operating grant from $53,987,264 to 
$46,340,605, exacerbating the impact of lagging budgeted general fund allocations to magnet schools as compared to 
Neighborhood schools especially given the increase in resident student enrollments. 
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Executive Summary Table 5 

HPS Trends in Enrollment, Budgeting, and Funding   
FY19 and FY24  

  
Trend Category 
  

Magnet Schools  Neighborhood Schools 

2019 2024 
 Trend 

% 2019 2024  Trend % 

Enrollment 
  

Total 
Enrollment 

                 
8,282  

                  
7,522 -9% 

               
10,000 

                 
7,514  -25% 

Resident 
Student 
Enrollment 3,790 3,897 3% 10,000 7,514 -25% 

Out of District 
Enrollment 
(Magnet Only) 

                 
4,492  

                  
3,625  -19%  n/a   n/a  n/a 

High Need 
Student 
Enrollment  

                 
5,675  

                  
5,645  -1% 

                 
9,317  

                 
6,922  -26% 

Special 
Education 
Student 
Enrollment 

                 
1,046  

                  
1,197  14% 

                 
1,762  

                 
1,471  -17% 

ECS & 
Local Funds 
Per Pupil 

Budgeted 
                 

$6,945 
                  

$9,088 31% 
               

$10,341 
              

$14,186 37% 
Expenditures $6,541 $7,319 12% $10,085 $12,583 25% 

Magnet 
Operating 
Grant Per 
Pupil 

Budgeted 
              

$12,019 
               

$12,784 6%  N/A  N/A N/A 

Expenditures $12,800 $12,782 -.1%  N/A  N/A N/A 
Total 
Operating 
Funds Per 
Pupil 

Budgeted 
                

$9,697 
               

$10,869 12% 
               

$10,341 
              

$14,186 37% 

Expenditures $9,936 $10,252 3% $10,085 $12,583 25% 

Total Budget 
Per Pupil 

Budgeted $10,252 
               

$14,308 40% 
               

$12,280 
              

$20,059 63% 

Expenditures 
              

$10,054 $13,498 34% $11,624 $18,670 61% 
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→ Analysis of grants in which distributions are made at the discretion of HPS including Alliance 
District and COVID-19 grants concluded that the vast majority of discretionary funding from these 
grants was distributed to Neighborhood schools from FY19 through FY24. For example, in 2024 
when enrollment was virtually identical at Neighborhood and magnet schools, 36% of Alliance 
District and COVID funding went to magnet schools and the remainder to Neighborhood schools.8 
Executive Summary Table 6. 
 

Executive Summary Table 6 

Alliance District and COVID Grants -- Funding Comparison 

  

 Enrollment 

2019 2022 2024 

MS NS MS NS MS NS 

8,282  10,000  7,852  8,073  7,522  7,514  

Alliance 
District 
Grant   

Total  $268,810  $5,224,622  $4,320,605  $9,551,977  $6,342,718  $11,291,370  

Per 
Pupil  $32  $522  $550  $1,183  $843  $1,503  

COVID 
Grants   

Total  N/A  N/A  $2,378,543  $8,418,493  $7,348,206  $12,903,091  

Per 
Pupil  N/A  N/A  $303  $1,043  $977  $1,717 

 

 
Present Enrollment Conditions Suggest Underutilization of District 

Facilities Is Impacting Costs  
 
SECTION SUMMARIES FROM THE FINAL REPORT 

• The combination of declining enrollment, underutilized buildings, and escalating per pupil 
costs highlights the importance of a new facility utilization and feasibility study to guide future 
planning and ensure fiscal sustainability. 

• Between FY19 and FY24, Neighborhood school enrollment fell by 25%, while per-pupil 
budgets with all revenue sources rose by 63%, surpassing $20,000 per student in FY24, 
indicating higher costs due to fewer students sharing fixed expenses. 

• Following the 2017 Education Resource Strategies (ERS) report – commissioned by the 
District to devise a District “Model for Excellence” – the District reduced the number of 
schools and buildings to improve efficiency, but progress has slowed since 2020, with facility 
counts remaining largely unchanged. 

 
8 CSDE’s Resource Allocation Review did not include a comparison of the proportionality in the District’s allocation of 
Alliance District ECS funding among magnet and Neighborhood schools. 
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• Current data indicate that most schools continue to operate below efficient capacity, with 53% 
under 75% utilization, nearly half below 66%, and 6 schools below 50% utilization, creating 
conditions associated with elevated per pupil costs.  

The OIA analysis recorded a sharp decline in student enrollment alongside a significant increase in per 
pupil spending, especially at Neighborhood schools. Between FY19 and FY24, total enrollment across 
Neighborhood and magnet schools fell by 17.8%, while Neighborhood schools alone saw a 25% drop, 
losing nearly 2,500 students. Despite serving fewer students, total per pupil funding at Neighborhood 
schools increased by 63%, exceeding $20,000 per student in FY24 when accounting for all revenue 
sources. This trend suggests that, with fewer students sharing largely fixed operational and facility 
costs, the cost of educating each student has risen dramatically. 

The rising cost per student is closely tied to how District facilities are being used. Since 2020, despite 
continued enrollment declines, the number of operational school buildings has remained flat, and the 
number of schools has increased slightly. As of the most recent data, more than half of the District’s 
schools are operating below 75% of their capacity, and nearly 1 in 5 is less than half full. Eight schools 
have both low enrollment (fewer than 350 students) and low utilization (below 85%) - a threshold 
identified in the District’s prior facilities study as a key marker of inefficiency. Appendix D. According 
to the 2017 analysis by ERS,9 such conditions contribute to annual excess costs of $3–4 million, or 
more when adjusted for inflation.  

The District previously took steps to address these inefficiencies. Following the ERS report, a series of 
school closures and consolidations between 2018 and 2020 reduced the number of schools from 45 to 
38 and lowered the building count from 37 to 33.10 Appendix C and D. However, since 2020, that 
momentum has slowed. The school count has inched back up, while building usage has remained 
largely unchanged, even as enrollment has continued to decline. 

A 2021 enrollment study conducted for the District by the State and School Finance Project forecasts 
this issue worsening over time based on continuing declines in enrollment. State and School Finance 
Project Report (SSFP Report), Appendix H. For FY25 to FY30, the SSFP Report projected further 
enrollment decline of 8%. SSFP Report, 16. Based on the projections in the SSFP Report, by 2030, the 
District’s enrollment will have declined by 29.4% since 2012 (from 21,965 to a projected 15,501 in 
2030). Id.  

The current conditions, and those forecasted for the future, mirror those highlighted in the ERS study: 
shrinking enrollment, excess capacity, and rising per-student costs. The data point to a mismatch 
between facility usage and student population, leading to inefficiencies that divert funding away from 
classrooms and instructional priorities. To address the rising cost burden and ensure long-term 
financial sustainability, the District would benefit from revisiting its facilities strategy, starting with a 
comprehensive utilization and feasibility study to realign resources with actual student enrollment. 

 
9 In 2017, the District commissioned a study by ERS to devise a Districtwide “Model for Excellence.” According to the 
ERS Report, the prior Superintendent initiated the effort to ”fundamentally examine and re-develop critical aspects of how 
[the District] educates its students.” These efforts came at a time of “significant challenges” to the District’s education 
system, including declining enrollment, concentrated need of students, and continuing fiscal pressures. Education Resource 
Strategies Report (”ERS Report”), 1, available at https://core-
docs.s3.amazonaws.com/documents/asset/uploaded_file/3630/HPS/3032997/ERS_Comprehensive_Study.pdf.  
10 Among other findings, the ERS Study determined that student enrollment had declined substantially, leaving the district 
with excess capacity in its school buildings. 

https://core-docs.s3.amazonaws.com/documents/asset/uploaded_file/3630/HPS/3032997/ERS_Comprehensive_Study.pdf.
https://core-docs.s3.amazonaws.com/documents/asset/uploaded_file/3630/HPS/3032997/ERS_Comprehensive_Study.pdf.
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Student Need Does Not Fully Account for the Increasing Gap in 
Funding Between Magnet Schools and Neighborhood Schools 

 
SECTION SUMMARIES FROM THE FINAL REPORT 

• Given enrollments and funding levels over time, student need does not fully explain the scale 
of funding growth at Neighborhood schools relative to magnet schools. 

• The gap in per pupil funding between Neighborhood and magnet schools has widened between 
FY19 and FY24, even as the gap in high-need student enrollment has narrowed. 

• Neighborhood schools enrolled 3,642 more high-need students in FY19 than magnet schools, 
but that gap narrowed to a difference of 1,277 students by FY24 (6,922 at Neighborhood 
schools and 5,645 at magnet schools). Executive Summary Table 5. 

• During the same period, high-need student enrollment declined by 2,395 students at 
Neighborhood schools (25% decline) and remained relatively steady at magnet schools 
(declining by 30 students or 1%). Executive Summary Table 5. 

• By 2023-24, the average percentage of high-need student enrollment at magnet schools 
increased significantly from 66.2% to 77.3% while the average high-need enrollment 
percentage remained relatively stable at Neighborhood schools (increasing from 92.4% to 
93.4% approximately), reducing the gap between the two school types from 26 to 16 
percentage points since 2018-19. Appendix E.  

• Despite converging student need levels, per pupil budgeted operating funds rose by 37% at 
Neighborhood schools (from $10,341 to $14,186) versus 12% at magnet schools (from $9,697 
to $10,869) from FY19 to FY24. Total per pupil funding with all revenue sources increased by 
63% for Neighborhood schools (from $12,280 to $20,059) and 40% for magnet schools (from 
$10,252 to $14,308) over the same period. Executive Summary Table 5. 
 

Analysis of enrollment and funding data from FY19 to FY24 indicate that differences in student need 
do not fully explain why Neighborhood schools received significantly greater increases in funding 
compared to magnet schools with nearly identical enrollment. While the EBBF is intended to adjust 
for enrollment variations and student need, enrollment trends reveal that the gap in high-need student 
populations between the two schools narrowed significantly over this period but the funding gap 
widened. 
 
The high-need student enrollment trends show the narrowing gap between the school types. In FY19, 
Neighborhood schools had 3,642 more high-need students than magnet schools, but by FY24, this gap 
shrank to 1,277. The share of high-need students at magnet schools rose from 69% to 75%, while the 
percentage at Neighborhood schools declined slightly from 93% to 92%. This shift narrowed the 
difference in average high-need enrollment percentages from 26.2 percentage points in 2018-19 
(92.4% at Neighborhood vs. 66.2% at magnet schools) to 16.2 percentage points in 2023-24 (93.4% 
vs. 77.3%).11 
 

 
11 See scatterplots from the Resource Allocation Review link from EdSight and underlying data in Appendix E. 
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Despite this growing similarity in student need, funding patterns diverged sharply. Per pupil operating 
funds at Neighborhood schools increased by 37% between FY19 and FY24, compared to a 12% 
increase at magnet schools. In 2019, Neighborhood school per pupil budgeted operating funds 
exceeded that of magnet schools by $644. By 2024, magnet schools received $3,317 less per pupil 
than Neighborhood schools, a difference of $2,673 from FY19 to FY24. Total budgeted funding per 
pupil, which includes all revenue sources, evidenced an even starker contrast: Neighborhood schools’ 
funding rose 63% (from $12,280 to $20,059), compared to a 40% increase for magnet schools (from 
$10,252 to $14,308). Importantly, this growing funding gap occurred even as the high-need student 
population at Neighborhood schools declined and magnet schools’ high-need enrollment grew. 
 
This pattern suggests that something other than or in addition to student need is driving trends in per 
pupil funding. If funding were tied directly to levels of high-need students at Neighborhood and 
magnet schools, per pupil budgets and expenditures would change at the same pace as changes in 
levels of student need. Instead, the data above (as more fully detailed in the Final Report) demonstrate 
that Neighborhood schools accounted for a disproportionate share of funding allocations even as 
magnet schools experienced more substantial increases in student need over the study period. 
 

The OIA/Legal Analysis Concluded that District Magnet Schools Are 
Not Funded at the Level Required by Law 

 
SECTION SUMMARY FROM THE FINAL REPORT 

• C.G.S. § 10-264l and the CCP require Sheff magnet schools to have high-quality, attractive, 
themed magnet schools to support the Sheff mission. 

• In 2009, the Legislature differentiated Sheff magnet operators as a group, setting higher 
funding levels to meet Sheff obligations (as are now articulated in the CCP). 

• The law requires funding parity between all Sheff magnet operators so that all operators can 
provide similar levels of high-quality programming and meet the goals of the CCP. 

• Hartford’s funding shortfall to its magnets (compared to CREC/GUES magnets) is contrary to 
the law as outlined in the CCP and C.G.S. § 10-264l. 

• The disparity also reflects similar funding imbalances between Neighborhood and magnet 
schools, further suggesting that resource allocation patterns, rather than student need, may be 
undermining the District’s legal and constitutional responsibilities under Sheff. 

• The EBBF is inherently at odds with the District’s obligations under the law and CCP since the 
framework does not account for the many “extras” required to provide high-quality, themed 
magnet schools that attract voluntary enrollment from students living in different towns within 
the Greater Hartford Region to meet the stipulated goals in the CCP. 
 

Hartford’s magnet schools are essential to the State’s court-ordered Sheff v. O’Neill remedy, which is 
set forth in great detail in the CCP to reduce racial, ethnic and economic isolation by offering high-
quality, integrated educational opportunities. Recognizing this unique legal mandate, the Connecticut 
General Assembly deliberately provided higher levels of funding to Sheff magnet schools. In 2009, 
through PA 09-6 (Sept. Spec. Sess.), the Legislature differentiated Sheff Region magnets from others 
across the State by increasing per pupil grants and emphasizing the importance of supporting their 
specialized mission. Notably, Education Committee Co-Chair Senator Gaffey remarked during the 
legislative debate in 2009 that higher levels of funding were necessary specifically for Sheff magnet 
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schools because the schools operate “under a court order” that includes a commitment “to have a far 
more diverse makeup of our schools in the Sheff region,” reinforcing the need for stronger financial 
support. 
 
Despite this legislative intent, the OIA/Legal findings document that Hartford’s magnet schools 
received significantly less operational funding than peer Sheff magnets run by non-board operators 
(CREC and GUES) and the District’s own Neighborhood schools during the review period, even 
though magnet and Neighborhood enrollment levels were nearly identical by the 2023-24 school year 
and more than half of the students enrolled in District magnet schools were Hartford-resident students. 
These gaps have widened over time, reflecting a growing funding imbalance at odds (1) with the legal 
requirement to support Sheff magnets as attractive, voluntary options; and (2) the equitable allocation 
of shared resources within a single Hartford school system. These findings directly conflict with the 
legislative requirements of C.G.S. § 10-264l and the CCP, which expect that all Sheff magnet schools 
receive equivalent levels of funding, regardless of whether funds flow through ECS, tuition revenue, 
or per-pupil grants. As determined by the OIA/Legal analysis, this is the only reasonable interpretation 
of C.G.S. § 10-264l based on the CCP, the legislative history, and the structure of the magnet school 
funding framework.   

A key factor contributing to this disparity is the District’s use of the EBBF. The EBBF is inherently at 
odds with the District’s obligations under the law and CCP since the framework does not account for 
the many “extras” required to provide high-quality, themed magnet schools that attract voluntary 
enrollment from students living in different towns within the Greater Hartford Region to meet the 
stipulated goals. While the weighted framework may theoretically work to support the core curriculum 
at both school types, it does not account for the theme-based enhancements and appealing extras that 
are required by the CCP. Notably, HPS is responsible for its entire public school system – which 
includes both Neighborhood schools and magnet schools – and their students enrolled in those schools, 
with the ultimate goal of offering elevated educational options for all Hartford students, regardless of 
the school type families choose.     

As a CCP signatory, the City of Hartford has a legal obligation to fund magnet schools adequately 
under both the Sheff court order and State law, including the obligation to “ensure a successful core 
school choice portfolio that affords diverse, high-quality educational experiences for those who wish 
to choose an integrated setting.” CCP at 8. Achieving this goal is impossible without adequate funding. 
While the District may prioritize funding based on student needs, given its obligations under Sheff, it 
cannot do so by underfunding magnet schools to benefit Neighborhood schools.12 As signatories to the 
CCP, Hartford’s actions may render it susceptible to a potential material violation of the CCP/PI and 
thus leave the case open to renewed court intervention, litigation into which the CSDE would 
inevitably be drawn. 
  

 
12 There is no state statute that dictates precisely how much funding each of a school district’s schools must receive.  
Indeed, it is precisely because of the absence of such a mandate that the District was able to implement its EBBF in 2020 to 
modify funding patterns for its schools. In any event, the analysis in the Executive Summary and the Final Report 
demonstrates that both Neighborhood and magnet schools serve a high percentage of high-need students and that the 
percentage of such students enrolled at magnet schools has increased markedly in recent years. 
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Financial Analysis of Hartford Magnet School Operations 
Recommendations 

 

The financial analysis of Hartford magnet funding revealed a significant disparity between the per 
pupil operating resources allocated to Hartford-operated magnet schools and the per pupil allocation to 
Neighborhood schools and other Sheff operators. The recommendations outlined in the Final Report 
are set forth in this Executive Summary for the following reasons: (1) to guide next steps and support 
compliance with the CCP and statutory requirements for magnet schools to provide high-quality, 
themed, and integrated education; and (2) to ensure equitable allocation of shared resources to support 
educational opportunities within a single HPS school choice system composed of both magnet schools 
and Neighborhood schools to benefit the Hartford-resident students enrolled in both school types. 
 
Recommendation 1 – Hartford should engage a comprehensive utilization and 
feasibility analysis to optimize funding efficiency. 

 
The OIA/Legal analysis documented a significant funding disparity between Neighborhood and 
magnet schools, which increased substantially over the course of the study period (FY19 through 
FY24). Considering all revenues, the total per pupil budget allocation to Neighborhood schools in 
2024 reached $20,059 as compared to $14,308 at magnet schools despite nearly identical enrollment. 
This trend raises concerns about operational efficiency and suggests that fixed facility and operational 
costs – spread across fewer students – have effectively increased the cost per pupil.  
 
As presented in this report, aggregate funding to Neighborhood schools in 2019 was significantly 
greater than aggregate funding to magnet schools based on enrollment levels, but there was relative 
parity in operational funding on a per pupil basis, with a funding gap of $644 per pupil in favor of 
Neighborhood schools. By 2024, the funding gap widened to $3,317 per pupil despite nearly identical 
enrollment. Although the data substantiates greater high-need student enrollment in the Neighborhood 
schools, the gap between high-need student enrollments at Neighborhood and magnet schools has 
declined substantially since 2019 while the gap in per pupil allocations has increased. 

 
Underutilized facility capacity and operational inefficiencies may account, in part, for this funding 
disparity. Since 2019, student enrollment has declined significantly with limited adjustment to school 
facilities based on CSDE and ERS records. At Neighborhood schools specifically, student enrollment 
declined by 25% (from 10,000 students to 7,514) over the years covered by the review but facility 
adjustments have lagged, with a net total of 4 school building closures since 2019 based on CSDE 
records. During this same period, full-time equivalent (FTE) staffing levels at Neighborhood schools 
declined by 176 FTEs but totaled approximately 401 more FTEs than at magnet schools in 2023-24 
with nearly identical enrollment. Appendix I.    

 
To optimize funding allocations, the District should immediately engage a comprehensive utilization 
and feasibility analysis to evaluate current and projected building, classroom, and staffing capacity 
relative to current and projected enrollment trends over the next 5 and 10 years. This study should 
identify opportunities to address underutilized capacity, optimize space and classroom size, align 
staffing with student needs, and ensure resources are distributed equitably across the system and in line 
with court-ordered requirements. The resulting plan should provide a districtwide roadmap for 
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sustainable operations, paired with a funding framework directly tied to enrollment and court-ordered 
obligations in Sheff, to support long-term fiscal responsibility and educational quality. Hartford and the 
CSDE should partner in the planning process to identify opportunities to repurpose capacity and 
leverage available resources to support student learning across the system while meeting Sheff 
obligations.  
 
Recommendation 2 – The SBE should establish clear parameters for allocating 
funding. 

 
The OIA/Legal trend analysis documented an inverse relationship between (1) high-need students as a 
percentage of overall enrollment; and (2) per pupil funding allocations using the EBBF. Specifically, 
the gap in per pupil funding between Neighborhood and magnet schools has widened, even as the gap 
in high-need student enrollment has narrowed. This indicates that differences in student need alone do 
not explain the funding disparities.   
 
To ensure equitable and adequate distribution of available resources in accordance with the CCP and 
statutory framework, the SBE should establish clear parameters governing the allocation of funding 
between magnet schools and Neighborhood schools to include all revenue sources for educational 
supports pursuant to the SBE’s authority under C.G.S. § 10-223e(e)(2).13 At a minimum, these 
parameters should require a minimum per pupil funding allocation to magnet schools in line with that 
of all Sheff operators per express legislative intent, subject to annual monitoring by the CSDE to 
ensure compliance with the minimum amount. This minimum per pupil allocation would require the 
District to adopt a more balanced distribution of ECS and local funding across all Hartford-operated 
schools, based on student enrollment. Together, these measures would strengthen fiscal accountability 
and promote a more equitable distribution of resources throughout the District. 
 
As a next step for implementing this recommendation, the CSDE will develop proposed parameters in 
line with the findings in this Executive Summary and the Final Report for the SBE’s approval.  

 
Recommendation 3 – Assess the impact of the new funding framework for the 
magnet operating grant. 
 
The OIA/Legal magnet funding analysis reviewed magnet funding data through 2024. Beginning in 
FY25, the General Assembly changed the funding framework from a strict per pupil allocation based 
on out-of-district enrollment, to a framework aligned with the ECS calculation to reflect the weighted 
need of student enrollment. For local boards of education in the Sheff Region, the formula continues 
the $0 per pupil allocation for in-district students. As an important next step in FY26, the CSDE will 
review the impact of the new funding framework on Sheff magnet schools operated by local boards of 
education based on 2 years of funding data and determine if the new framework provides sufficient 
funding support to ensure all Sheff operators receive comparable operational funding in line with 
legislative intent. Depending on the outcome of that assessment, a legislative adjustment to the 
funding formula may be required over the long term to ensure parity in the funding framework. 

 
13 This statutory provision empowers the SBE to take extensive action to improve student performance and address other 
school district needs. 
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HPS Magnet School Funding Analysis Disclosures 
 

The following disclosures apply to the tables in this Appendix and throughout the Executive 
Summary/Final Report except where otherwise indicated:  
 

1. Great Path Academy at MCC is operated by Hartford Public Schools, however, as the school does not 
receive ECS or Local Funding from the District, this magnet school was considered an outlier and was 
not included for the purposes of this analysis. 

2. For 2024, Dwight Bellizzi School was a partial magnet school (grades Pre-K – 2nd).  The remaining 
grades are non-magnet. Hartford does not budget separately for the magnet portion of the school. As a 
result, the Dwight Bellizzi School was not included in funding analyses for FY2024.  The school was 
included in the analysis as a neighborhood school for FY19 and FY22. 

  



Appendix A 
 

Sheff Interdistrict Magnet Schools-Student Enrollment 

School Name 

Hartford 
Resident 

Enrollment 
Total 

Enrollment 
Bloomfield     
Global Experience Magnet School 50 189 
Wintonbury Early Childhood Magnet School 82 315 
Bloomfield Grand Total 132 504 
CREC     
Academy of Aerospace and Engineering 378 781 
Academy of Aerospace and Engineering Elementary 250 582 
Academy of Computer Science and  Engineering Middle School 220 609 
Academy of Computer Science and Engineering 284 545 
Academy of International Studies 6-12 321 700 
Academy of International Studies Elementary School 210 487 
Academy of Science and Innovation 300 757 
Ana Grace Academy of the Arts 392 859 
CREC Preschool at Progress Drive 43 118 
Discovery Academy 228 522 
Glastonbury/East Hartford Magnet School 184 460 
Greater Hartford Academy of the Arts High School - Full Day 212 403 
Greater Hartford Academy of the Arts High School - Half Day  36 281 
Montessori Magnet School 193 353 
Museum Academy 224 508 
Reggio Magnet School of the Arts 235 512 
University of Hartford Magnet School 231 470 
CREC Grand Total 3941 8947 
East Hartford     
Connecticut IB Academy 50 188 
East Hartford Grand Total 50 188 
Goodwin University     
Connecticut River Academy at Goodwin University 319 731 
Riverside Magnet School at Goodwin University 172 483 
Early College Advanced Manufacturing Pathway at Goodwin University 7 26 
Goodwin University Grand Total 498 1240 



Sheff Interdistrict Magnet Schools-Student Enrollment 

School Name 

Hartford 
Resident 

Enrollment 
Total 

Enrollment 
Hartford     
Betances Learning Lab Magnet School 193 411 
Betances STEM Magnet School 104 212 
Breakthrough Magnet School, North 152 318 
Breakthrough Magnet School, South 166 322 
Capital Preparatory Magnet School 282 533 
Classical Magnet School 253 472 
Dwight-Bellizzi Dual Language Academy 61 95 
Environmental Sciences Magnet at Hooker School 318 567 
Great Path Academy at MCC 132 303 
Hartford Magnet Trinity College Academy 481 934 
Hartford PreKindergarten Magnet School: North Campus 53 119 
Hartford PreKindergarten Magnet School: South Campus 38 117 
Kinsella Magnet School of Performing Arts: High School Campus 62 118 
Kinsella Magnet School of Performing Arts: PK-8 Campus 221 436 
Montessori Magnet at Batchelder School 198 366 
Montessori Magnet at Fisher School 201 353 
Pathways Academy of Technology and Design 200 390 
Sport and Medical Sciences Academy 251 450 
STEM Magnet at Annie Fisher School 223 373 
University High School of Science and Engineering 184 400 
Webster Micro Society Magnet School 317 631 
Hartford Grand Total 4090 7920 
Sheff Interdistrict Magnet School Total 8711 18799 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix B 
 

Historical Sheff Student Enrollments by Program 
 

Program RESC/District 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 
Hartford 

Enrollment 
2023-24 

Open Choice 
CREC 2,243 2,227 2,218 2,170 2,150 2,290 2,204 

Total 2,243 2,227 2,218 2,170 2,150 2,290 2,204 

Magnets 

Bloomfield  523 499 501 489 505 504 132 

East Hartford 188 182 182 176 176 188 50 

Hartford* 8,609 8,398 8,448 8,162 7,930 7,920 4,090 

Goodwin 
University 

940 957 1,011 1,065 1,152 1,240 498 

CREC  8,637 8,601 8,830 8,817 9,003 8,947 3,941 

Total 18,897 18,637 18,972 18,709 18,766 18,799 8,711 

CTECS 

A.I. Prince 677 716 781 786 757 718 438 

E.C. Goodwin 647 658 677 685 647 657 76 

Howell Cheney 631 644 678 661 659 669 83 

Total 1,955 2,018 2,136 2,132 2,063 2,044 597 

Grand Total  23,095 22,882 23,326 23,011 22,979 23,133 11,512 

*Includes Great Path Academy and Dwight-Bellizzi Dual Language Academy (magnet grades) 
 
 
 
  



Appendix C 
 

Hartford Public Schools 
School Facilities Summary 

Fiscal Year 2017-18 through 2025-26 
 

Fiscal Year School Total Change Building Total Change 

2017-2018 45   37   

2018-2019 43 -2 35 -2 

2019-2020 38 -5 36 1 

2020-2021 38 0 33 -3 

2021-2022 38 0 33 0 

2022-2023 40 2 33 0 

2023-2024 40 0 33 0 

2024-2025 40 0 33 0 

2025-2026 40 0 33 0 

Note: Summary does not include Great Path Academy. The school is operated by Hartford 
Public Schools on behalf of Connecticut State Manchester. 

  
Summary of School and Facility Changes 

  

2018-2019  
The District began implementation of the District Model for Excellence to address facility 
underutilization and redirect funding to academics and programming. 
  
2 Schools 
Closed: 

Simpson-Waverly School, Batchelder School 

2 Buildings 
Closed:  

104 Vine Street - Milner relocation, 55 Waverly Street - Simpson Waverly 
Closing 

2019-2020 
 

7 Schools 
Closed:  

Capital Community College Magnet Academy 
High School, Inc., Culinary Arts Academy at Weaver High School, Journalism 
and Media Academy - consolidated into Weaver HS 



HPHS Nursing and Health Sciences Academy, HPHS Law and Government 
Academy, HPHS Engineering and Green Technology Academy - consolidated 
into Hartford Public High School 

2 Schools 
Opened:  Weaver High School, Hartford Public High School 
1 Building 
Opened:  415 Granby St - Weaver High School 
2020-2021  

Schools: No Change 

3 Buildings 
Closed:  

110 Washington Street - Renzulli Academy relocated to 85 Woodland Street 

121 Cornwall Street - Hartford Prekindergarten Magnet School relocated to 
Global Communications 

300 Wethersfield Avenue - Bulkley High School relocated 

2021-2022  

No Changes to Schools or Buildings 

2022-2023  

2 Schools 
Opened:  

Kinsella Magnet School of Performing Arts: High School Campus relocated to 
Weaver HS as 9-12 school  

Hartford Prekindergarten Magnet School: South Campus relocated to Burns 
Latino Studies Academy 

1 Building 
Closed: 350 Barbour Street - Wish Museum School relocated 

1 Building 
Opened:  104 Vine Street - Wish Museum School 

2023-2024  

No Changes to schools or Buildings   

2024-2025  

No Changes to schools or Buildings   

2025-2026  

No Changes to schools or Buildings   



Appendix D 
 

Hartford Public Schools Building Capacity and Utilization 
 

School/Program Building 
Capacity 

Enrollment Utilization (%) 

Bulkeley High School - North (Grades 11 
and 12)**  

500  552  110% 

Great Path Academy at CT State 
Manchester  

323  336  104%  

University High School of Science and 
Engineering  

400  406  102%  

Breakthrough Magnet School, South  330  326  99%  

Dwight-Bellizzi Dual Language 
Academy  

680  651  96%  

Betances Learning Lab Magnet School  420  398  95%  

Weaver High School/iGOAL - Weaver 
High School/Kinsella Magnet School of 
Performing Arts: High School Campus  

900  844  94%  

Kennelly School/iGOAL 2 - Kennelly 
School 

680  635  93%  

Montessori Magnet at Fisher 
School/STEM Magnet at Annie Fisher 
School  

750  701  93%  

Hartford Magnet Trinity College 
Academy  

1080  925  86%  

Capital Preparatory Magnet School  700  580  83%  

Environmental Sciences Magnet at 
Hooker School  

660  547  83%  

Webster Micro Society Magnet School  750  626  83%  

Pathways Academy of Technology and 
Design  

440  359  82%  



School/Program Building 
Capacity 

Enrollment Utilization (%) 

Classical Magnet School/Renzulli Gifted 
and Talented Academy  

700  566  81%  

M. D. Fox School/iGOAL 1 - M.D. Fox 
School (0645711)  

750  572  76%  

Milner Middle School/iGOAL 1 - Milner 
School*  

400  279  70%  

Wish Museum School/Pre-K Integrated - 
Wish School*  

465  308  66%  

McDonough Middle School*  460  301  65%  

Sport and Medical Sciences Academy  750  463  62%  

Betances STEM Magnet School/Burr 
Middle School  

750  465  62%  

Kinsella Magnet School of Performing 
Arts: PK-8 Campus  

740  435  59%  

Global Communications 
Academy/Hartford PreKindergarten 
Magnet School: North Campus/Hartford 
Adult Education  

900  529  59%  

Parkville Community School/Pre-K 
Integrated - Parkville School/iGOAL 1 - 
Parkville School  

620  361  58%  

SAND School/Pre-K Integrated - SAND 
School*  

480  275  57%  

Sanchez School/Pre-K Integrated - 
Sanchez School*  

560  311  56%  

Breakthrough Magnet School, 
North/iGOAL 1 - Breakthrough Magnet 
School, North/M. L. King, Jr. Middle 
School/RISE - M.L. King Middle 

1000  564  56%  



School/Program Building 
Capacity 

Enrollment Utilization (%) 

School/Early Childhood Development 
Center (ECDC)  

Naylor/CCSU Leadership Academy/Pre-
K Integrated - Naylor School/iGOAL 
Pre-K - Naylor School  

750  387  52%  

Hartford Public High School/RISE - 
Hartford Public High School/STEP at 
Hartford Public High School/iGOAL 1 - 
HPHS  

1647  784  48%  

Montessori Magnet at Batchelder 
School*  

723  346  48%  

Burns Latino Studies Academy/iGOAL 1 
- Burns School/Hartford PreKindergarten 
Magnet School: South Campus  

800  363  45%  

Expeditionary Learning Academy at 
Moylan School/iGoal 2 - Moylan  

800  354  44% 

West Middle School/RISE - West Middle 
School/Pre-K Integrated - West Middle 
School*  

750  296  39%  

Rawson School/iGOAL 1 - Rawson 
School/iGOAL Pre-K - Rawson School * 

750  240  32%  

 
* Denotes a school with fewer than 350 students and utilization less than 85%. 
** Denotes a temporary location. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix E 
 

2018-19 Per Pupil Expenditures (Excluding Central Office Share) 
 

School Name Type 
High-

Needs % PP Exp. 

Dwight-Bellizzi Dual Language Academy N 93.1% $11,270  
HPHS Law and Government Academy N 93.8% $15,532  
Parkville Community School N 94.7% $11,664  
Burns Latino Studies Academy N 94.6% $12,133  
High School, Inc. N 90.5% $12,629  
Milner Middle School N 94.2% $11,618  
Wish Museum School N 94.4% $12,064  
Global Communications Academy N 94.2% $10,573  
SAND School N 95.7% $10,811  
M. L. King, Jr. Middle School N 90.7% $14,734  
HPHS Engineering and Green Technology Academy N 89.2% $11,567  
HPHS Nursing and Health Sciences Academy N 91.3% $12,298  
Journalism and Media Academy N 87.6% $18,219  
Kennelly School N 91.9% $11,100  
M. D. Fox School N 96.1% $11,392  
Rawson School N 87.0% $12,199  
Expeditionary Learning Academy at Moylan School N 90.4% $11,271  
Sanchez School N 96.7% $11,699  
West Middle School N 91.5% $9,948  
Renzulli Gifted and Talented Academy N 81.3% $12,561  
Naylor/CCSU Leadership Academy N 93.5% $11,941  
Culinary Arts Academy at Weaver High School N 91.7% $31,511  
Burr Middle School N 97.3% $13,175  
Bulkeley High School N 90.7% $12,268  
McDonough Middle School N 97.6% $13,624  
Great Path Academy at MCC M 73.6% $12,260  
Kinsella Magnet School of Performing Arts: PK-8 Campus M 79.4% $10,679  
Montessori Magnet at Batchelder School M 65.5% $13,079  
Betances STEM Magnet School M 77.6% $9,882  
Breakthrough Magnet School, North M 59.5% $11,052  
University High School of Science and Engineering M 61.0% $10,326  
Hartford PreKindergarten Magnet School: North Campus M 38.4% $10,879  
Webster Micro Society Magnet School M 66.1% $10,365  



School Name Type 
High-

Needs % PP Exp. 

Environmental Sciences Magnet at Hooker School M 74.5% $9,321  
Breakthrough Magnet School, South M 64.0% $11,464  
Betances Learning Lab Magnet School M 63.9% $10,691  
Capital Community College Magnet Academy M 63.6% $18,555  
Sport and Medical Sciences Academy M 80.7% $10,990  
Hartford Magnet Trinity College Academy M 68.3% $11,499  
Classical Magnet School M 67.7% $12,127  
Montessori Magnet at Fisher School M 48.9% $9,696  
Pathways Academy of Technology and Design M 76.6% $11,290  
Capital Preparatory Magnet School M 71.7% $12,248  
STEM Magnet at Annie Fisher School M 57.1% $9,989 

 
 
 

2023-24 Per Pupil Expend. (Excluding Central Office Share) 
 

School Name Type 
High-

Needs %           PP Exp. 

McDonough Middle School N 97.7% $15,053  
SAND School N 95.6% $18,348  
Renzulli Gifted and Talented Academy N 61.2% $14,908  
Rawson School N 91.9% $27,823  
Naylor/CCSU Leadership Academy N 94.6% $18,029  
Bulkeley High School N 95.6% $17,516  
M. L. King, Jr. Middle School N 93.0% $28,069  
Burns Latino Studies Academy N 98.2% $22,405  
Hartford Public High School N 95.0% $23,554  
Weaver High School N 91.9% $14,750  
Parkville Community School N 97.3% $18,434  
Milner Middle School N 96.8% $21,409  
Burr Middle School N 97.7% $16,481  
Wish Museum School N 93.6% $21,607  
Sanchez School N 96.4% $15,264  
Expeditionary Learning Academy at Moylan School N 95.0% $16,498  
Global Communications Academy N 94.5% $14,332  
M. D. Fox School N 95.9% $14,325  
West Middle School N 95.1% $18,092  



School Name Type 
High-

Needs %           PP Exp. 

Kennelly School N 93.8% $12,782  
Pathways Academy of Technology and Design M 82.8% $13,924  
Capital Preparatory Magnet School M 80.7% $14,473  
Hartford PreKindergarten Magnet School: North Campus M 42.0% $9,990  
Great Path Academy at MCC M 80.2% $15,325  
Dwight-Bellizzi Dual Language Academy M 93.9% $12,990  
Webster Micro Society Magnet School M 70.7% $12,007  
Betances Learning Lab Magnet School M 61.6% $12,948  
University High School of Science and Engineering M 70.0% $14,155  
Hartford PreKindergarten Magnet School: South Campus M 38.5% $9,822  
Sport and Medical Sciences Academy M 87.1% $16,127  
Montessori Magnet at Batchelder School M 70.5% $12,120  
Breakthrough Magnet School, South M 73.3% $14,035  
Breakthrough Magnet School, North M 69.2% $14,181  
Montessori Magnet at Fisher School M 67.1% $11,726  
Betances STEM Magnet School M 82.1% $15,240  
Environmental Sciences Magnet at Hooker School M 78.1% $11,421  
Kinsella Magnet School of Performing Arts: High School Campus M 89.8% $18,427  
Hartford Magnet Trinity College Academy M 80.7% $14,199  
Classical Magnet School M 83.3% $15,332  
Kinsella Magnet School of Performing Arts: PK-8 Campus M 80.7% $15,939  
STEM Magnet at Annie Fisher School M 67.8% $12,198 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Appendix F 
 

ECS and Local Funding Proportions of the General Fund Allocation 

  HPS Adopted District Budget -General Fund 
Funding 

Proportions 

Year ECS Grant 
Local 

Funding 
Health & 

Welfare 
Total Budgeted 
General Funds ECS Local 

2018-
2019 $187,974,890 95,969,521 63,776 284,008,187 66% 34% 
2021-
2022 187,989,124 101,649,684 54,629 289,693,437 65% 35% 
2023-
2024 187,989,124 95,969,521 54,629 284,013,274 66% 34% 

  
 The table above illustrates that the HPS “general fund” budget is derived from both ECS funding 
from the State and from local funding. The funding proportion from these sources are included in the 
two rightmost columns. 
 
The table demonstrates that roughly two-thirds of the total budgeted general funds for each of the 
years at issue are attributable to ECS funding.  In 2023-24, for example, the total budgeted general 
funds were $284,013,274, of which $187,989,124 (66%) came from ECS and $95,969,521 (34%) from 
local tax revenues and $54,629 (less than .02%) came from health & welfare funds. As ECS and local 
funding allocations are only reported in the aggregate and not on a school-by-school basis, OIA used 
the ratios above to approximate the amounts of ECS and local funding at for magnet and 
neighborhood schools as illustrated in Tables 6,7, 9 and 10.   

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix G 
 

Magnet School – Budgeted/Actual Expenditures Funds Calculation 
 

2019 2022 2024 
Total Budgeted Operating and 
Activity Grants N/A N/A 84,447,182 
Total Operating Exp. Including 
Activity Grants N/A N/A 77,116,032 
Budgeted Operating $80,309,264 78,923,399 81,754,814 
Operating Expenditures 82,286,854 77,676,516 74,856,570 
Budgeted General Fund 26,322,000 27,695,499 35,414,210 
General Fund Expenditures 24,789,919 26,467,275 28,521,186 
Budgeted Mag Operating 53,987,264 51,227,900 46,340,605 
Mag Operating Grant 
Expenditures 57,496,936 51,209,241 46,335,385 
ASSG Activity Grants 
(budgeted) - - 2,692,368 
ASSG Activity Grants (actual) - - 2,259,462 
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Engagement Overview 
The School + State Finance Project was contracted by Hartford Public Schools to create 
enrollment projections to estimate the number of students that the district will serve over 
the next ten years. The purpose of these enrollment projections is to ensure that Hartford 
Public Schools leadership is equipped to make informed budgeting, staffing, and facility 
usage decisions, which will ensure prudent investments of time, people, and money to 
inspire and prepare all students to meet success in and beyond school. Accurate 
enrollment projections will support the implementation of the District Model for 
Excellence (DME) by increasing operational effectiveness to ensure the maximization of 
resources, initiatives, and operations, and minimization of redundancies.A 

Over the course of this engagement, the School + State Finance Project created the 
following deliverables: 

1. Ten year enrollment projections for: 
a. The district in total. 
b. Each grade served by the district. 
c. Each school zone in the district. 
d. Each school in the district at the grade-level. Enrollment at schools scheduled 

for construction projects projected ten years in accordance with Office of School 
Construction Grants Review regulations. 

e. Students exercising choice options out-of-district including interdistrict magnet 
schools, Open Choice program, state charter schools, Connecticut Technical 
Education and Career System (CTECS) schools, and vocational agriculture 
programs. 

f. Special education outplacements by Hartford Public Schools and partner districts 
that receive and outplace Hartford resident students. 

2. Excel and Word documents with tables for each enrollment projection created (detailed 
in 1 above). 

3. Presentation and report summarizing key findings and methodology of 
enrollment projections. 

4. One-page handout summarizing key findings and methodology of enrollment projection. 

The engagement team worked closely with Hartford Public Schools leadership 
throughout the enrollment projection process. Key staff contacts included the Acting 
Chief Operating Officer, the Senior Executive Director of Special Education and Pupil 
Services, and the Senior Director of Data and Accountability. District staff collaborated 
with the engagement team throughout the projection process to share feedback on 
initial and revised enrollment projections based on internal knowledge of district 
processes and trends. This feedback was used to improve the enrollment projections 
and ensure that the resulting counts would be most useful to the district. 

 
 
 

 
A Additional information on the District Model for Excellence can be found on the Hartford Public Schools website here: 
https://www.hartfordschools.org/districtmodel/. 

http://www.hartfordschools.org/districtmodel/
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This report contains the resulting enrollment projections specified above, the 
background upon which enrollment projections can be understood, and key points for 
understanding how the enrollment projections were created. Due to space constraints, 
enrollment projections for individual district schools are not included in this work. 
Instead, the accompanying Excel model contains historical school enrollment with 
additional context on school transitions, and school enrollment projections for 2021 
through 2030 for each grade served by the school. Please note that unless otherwise 
specified, all enrollment projection year references refer to the October count of the 
applicable school year. For example, the 2030 enrollment projection refers the October 
2030 enrollment count for the 2030-31 school year. In addition, all student data used for 
enrollment projections, unless otherwise noted is sourced from the Hartford Public 
Schools Public School Information System (PSIS). 
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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this section is to present key takeaways of the enrollment projections 
created for Hartford Public Schools from 2021 through 2030. This discussion will also 
include important takeaways on historical trends of enrollment, population, and choice 
students that are foundational in understanding projected future changes in district 
enrollment and student participation in out-of-district choice programs. 

• Hartford Public Schools district-wide enrollment has declined over the past ten years, 
and this decline is projected to continue over the next ten years. 

o District enrollment is projected to decline by approximately 2,200 students from 
October 2020 levels by 2030. 

o This projected change represents a decrease of 8.7% which is about half the 17% 
decrease experienced by the district from 2011 to 2020. 

• Hartford’s population, births and birth rates, and future population projections all point to 
steady or small declines in applicable populations over the next 5 to 10 years. 

o The Hartford city population has not significantly increased or decreased over the 
past 10 years, and changes year over year typically fall within one-half of one 
percent. 

o Hartford live births have declined approximately 15% over the most recent 8 years of 
data with a corresponding drop in birth rates over the past 4 years. 

o Projections in Hartford’s school-aged child population point to steady or slightly 
declining numbers of school-aged children from now until 2040. 

• All grades are projected to experience decreases in enrollment by 2030 with the exception 
of P3 and grade 9. 

• 70 percent of facilities are projected to experience enrollment decreases or similar 
levels of enrollment over the projection period. 

o These facilities represent approximately 69 percent of projected district 
enrollment in 2030. 

o 27 schools are projected to receive a decrease in enrollment, 17 are projected to 
have relatively constant enrollment, and 20 are projected to receive an increase in 
enrollment compared to 2020 enrollment levels. 

• Participation in out-of-district schools of choice through the Open Choice program, 
vocational agriculture programs, interdistrict magnet schools, and state charter 
schools is projected to continue to increase. 

o The number of students attending the above programs out-of-district has 
increased 177% over the past 10 years, from 3,336 students to 9,233 students. 

o Significant growth in the number of students attending out-of-district 
interdistrict magnets has driven this increase. 

o While the number of students attending choice programs out-of-district is 
ultimately dependent on the number of seats available, continued 
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growth in seats is projected to result in commensurate increases of 
Hartford students enrolling out-of-district. 

• Special education district outplacements are projected to grow by approximately 50 
additional students over the course of the projection period. 

• Special education out-of-district outplacements for students in choice programs have 
increased by over 300% in the past 10 years. 

o The number of special education students outplaced by out-of-district 
programs is expected to increase by approximately 20% by 2030. 
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Background 
Projecting future enrollment in Hartford Public Schools is based first and foremost on an 
understanding of recent trends in district enrollment, birth rates, population trends, and 
population projections. In other words, an understanding of the students that are 
currently enrolled in the district, and how figures are projected to change based on 
macro-level trends in populations, future students (births and birth rates) and changes 
to the system of school choice in the greater Hartford area which is closely tied to the 
number of students enrolling in Hartford Public Schools each year. 

Hartford Public Schools enrollment has declined 17 percent from 2015 to 2020B,C. Figure 
1 below shows historical district enrollment counts of the district over time, which 
peaked in 2014 before experiencing a steady decline from 2015 to the present. The 
table below this chart shows the enrollment change on a number and percent basis 
from the prior year’s enrollment. The steepest decline in enrollment occurred during the 
most recent count (October 2020), which recorded 1,143 less students than the 
previous year, or a decline of 6.1%. 

Figure 1: Hartford Public Schools Enrollment 2011-20 

Hartford Public Schools Enrollment 
25,000 

 
20,000 

 
15,000 

 
10,000 

 
5,000 

 
0 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

 
Change (#) - 668 -146 130 -482 -579 -728 -394 -890 -1,143 

Change (%) - 3.1% -0.7% 0.6% -2.2% -2.7% -3.5% -2.0% -4.5% -6.1% 

 
Future enrollment in public schools is also based on the expectation of population 
changes within the catchment zone of the district. Increases and decreases in 

 
B Unless otherwise noted, all yearly enrollment counts refer to the October counts of the school year. For example, 2020 
enrollment refers to October 2020 enrollment counts, which belong to the 2020-21 school year. 

C Unless otherwise noted, all data is sourced from Hartford Public Schools Public School Information System (PSIS). 
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population correspond with future increases and decreases in school enrollment. 
Hartford’s population has not changed significantly over the past 10 years. Figure 2 
below shows how Hartford’s population has changed over time. The table below Figure 
2 shows the change in population from the prior year, on a number and percent basis. 
Changes year over year are generally within half a percent, and the city of Hartford 
has not significantly gained or lost population over this time period.i 

 
 

Figure 2: City of Hartford Population 2010-19 

 

Hartford Population Estimate (American Community Survey) 
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Change (#) - 57 62 251 81 -416 -475 70 -762 -540 

Change (%) - 0.05% 0.05% 0.20% 0.06% -0.33% -0.38% 0.06% -0.61% -0.44% 

 
Future expectations of school enrollment are also built on the number of children born 
within the catchment zone of the school district, and how these counts have changed 
over time. The Connecticut Department of Public Health (CT DPH) maintains the 
statewide registries for births, deaths, marriages, and fetal deaths under the State Vital 
Records Office. These data provide a foundation from which projections of students 
entering early grades in the district can be built. In Hartford, the number of live births per 
year has generally declined over the past 8 years. 

Figure 3 below shows historical birth and birth rate data for Hartford. While the most 
recent data for Hartford is from 2018 (preliminary), the most recent 2 years of data have 
shown a steady decline in the number of births in the city. The table below Figure 2 
shows Hartford’s resident population, and uses this data to provide the number of births 
per 1,000 residents. The number of births per 1,000 residents declined to 13.9 in 2018, 
and the last two years of data show the lowest births per 1,000 from the past 8 years of 
data. Extrapolating from this data, declines in births and birth rates are projected to 
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result in fewer children enrolling in pre-kindergarten and kindergarten classes in Hartford 
Public Schools over the next ten years.ii 

 
 

Figure 3: Hartford Births and Birth Rates 2010-18 

 
Hartford Live Births per Year (CT DPH) 
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Future expectations of enrollment are enhanced by projections of school-aged 
children in the city. The Connecticut State Data Center has compiled projections of 
school-aged children by town for each town in the state for 5-year increments from 
2020 to 2040. Increases or decreases in the number of school-aged children living 
Hartford will ultimately impact the base of children from which Hartford Public Schools 
will enroll and educate. These projections from the Connecticut State Data Center 
show a steady or small decline in the count of school-aged children in Hartford. Figure 4 
below shows, by age group, how counts within each age group are projected to 
change over the next 20 years. Within each age group, each color bar shows a 
projection for that age group at a given year.iii 
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Figure 4: Hartford School-Aged Population Projections 2020-40 

 
 

 
14,000 

12,000 

10,000 

8,000 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

0 

Hartford Population Projections by Age Group (Connecticut 

 
0 to 4 years 5 to 9 years 10 to 14 years 15 to 19 years 

 

Key Projection Points 

Cohort-Survival Overview 
These enrollment projections synthesize historical information on enrollment, progression, 
and macro-level trends to project future enrollment in Hartford Public Schools. The 
primary technique used to project enrollment is the cohort-survival rate formula. This 
analysis uses the cohort-survival rate formula, and complements this technique with 
information on macro-level trends, school transitions in future projections. 

The cohort-survival rate formula uses historical enrollment data to measure the percent 
of students who move on (“survive”) from one grade to the next grade. This technique 
provides a suitable starting point for enrollment projections, as the primary factor of 
future enrollment in a given grade is the number of students projected to move up from 
the prior grade from the prior year. A hypothetical example is given below. 

• In the example at right, while the district has 
1,000 students in grade 1 in Year 1, only 950 
students entered 2nd grade in Year 2. 

• This means that for this year and grade, the district has 
a cohort survival ratio of 950/1,000, or 95%. 

• This methodology accounts for all students entering and 
exiting the district at each grade level. 

State Data Center) 
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Year 1 

 
Year 2 

1 1,000 1100 

2 1,200 950 
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Treatment of October 2020 Enrollment 
Understanding nuances in historical enrollment data is important to accurately 
projecting future enrollment, as future projections are built on historical data. At the 
same time, it is important to ensure that the historical data used will ultimately be 
representative of the students who are expected to enroll in Hartford Public Schools in 
October 2021 and future years. In the case of October 2020 data, the COVID-19 
pandemic has undoubtedly impact the enrollment of Hartford Public Schools and 
districts around the country, as parents delay entry into pre-kindergarten and 
kindergarten grades, or pursue non-public school options for students previously 
enrollment in district schools.iv 

Enrollment data published by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) 
only echoes this trend. Public school enrollment statewide declined by 14,750 students 
from October 2019, or a decline of 2.8%. Figure 5 below places this statewide 
enrollment decline in context of historical enrollment changes.v 

 
Figure 5: Connecticut Enrollment Change (Percent Change Year over Year) 

 

Connecticut Statewide Enrollment: Percent 
Change Year over Year 

10% 

 
 

5% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

-5% 

 
 

-10% 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

 
 

In a preliminary analysis of October 2020 enrollment data, the State Department of 
Education noted that the two school-entering grades of pre-kindergarten and 
kindergarten saw the largest declines, which suggest that parents may be choosing to 
delay the start of public schooling for children due to the COVID-19 pandemic.vi In 
addition, this preliminary analysis noted that the decline in pre-kindergarten and 
kindergarten enrollment was disproportionally greater among Connecticut’s Alliance 
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Districts, a group of school districts identified by the State for additional investment and 
interventions, that includes Hartford Public Schools.D 

Hartford Public Schools experienced a slightly more proportionate decline in enrollment 
compared to statewide figures, as while district enrollment declined by 6.1% year over 
year, the district has previously seen enrollment decline over the past 5 years. Figure 6 
below shows the percent change in Hartford Public Schools enrollment year over year, 
to place the October 2020 enrollment decline in context with prior year data. 

 
 

Figure 6: Hartford Public Schools Enrollment Change (Percent Change Year over Year) 
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Hartford’s recent enrollment decline is not mirrored among neighboring school districts. 
Figure 7 below charts historical enrollment for select Hartford-area local public school 
districts, the Capitol Region Education Council (CREC), and the State of Connecticut. 
For comparative purposes, district enrollment has been indexed to 2015 values, and 
values from 2016 and onwards are relative to 2015 district enrollment. This means that a 
district with an indexed enrollment of greater than 100 has more students than it had in 
2015, and a district with an indexed enrollment of less than 100 has less students than it 
had in 2015, resulting in an enrollment decrease. Hartford, shown in brown at the 
bottom of this chart, has deviated from regional peers with regard to recent changes in 
district enrollment. While the State of Connecticut, West Hartford, East Hartford, and 

 
 
 

D Alliance Districts are, generally, the 33 lowest performing local public school districts in Connecticut as measured by 
the Accountability Index. For more information, please see https://portal.ct.gov/SDE/Alliance- Districts/Alliance-Districts. 
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Newington all recorded recent declines in enrollment, Hartford’s enrollment decline is of 
a much greater magnitude. 

Figure 7: Regional Peer District Enrollment Changes (indexed to 2015) 

 

 
 
 

 
Centering on October 2020, Hartford’s cohort progression in 2020 varies from the 
statewide picture. Figure 8 below details historical cohort survival rates for grades 
served by the district. In this case, the figures for each grade reflect the progression 
from the prior grade in the prior year, such that in 2018, for example, a cohort survival 
rate of .94 in grade 2 means that 94% of students in grade 1 in 2017 progressed to grade 
2 in 2018. 

 
 

Figure 8: Hartford Public Schools Cohort Survival Rates 

 
Grade/Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

PK 0.00 0.00 2.81 3.45 3.67 0.00 2.44 2.38 1.77 
KF 1.70 1.46 1.93 1.36 1.53 1.05 1.56 1.37 1.18 
1 1.03 0.98 0.99 0.94 0.97 0.98 1.00 0.94 0.96 
2 0.96 0.93 0.95 0.91 0.93 0.97 0.94 0.93 0.97 
3 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.95 0.98 0.97 0.96 
4 1.03 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.96 0.98 
5 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.93 0.96 0.95 0.99 0.93 0.96 
6 1.07 1.06 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.02 1.02 0.99 0.96 
7 0.99 0.96 1.00 0.98 0.97 0.99 0.99 0.96 0.94 
8 1.02 0.99 0.99 1.02 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.93 0.96 
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9 1.13 1.09 1.15 1.21 1.08 1.03 1.10 1.14 0.93 
10 0.80 0.79 0.76 0.73 0.76 0.81 0.84 0.80 0.81 
11 0.97 0.90 0.88 0.99 0.96 0.93 0.88 0.85 0.88 
12 0.96 0.91 0.99 0.95 0.95 1.01 0.98 0.96 1.07 

 
While cohort survival rates for pre-kindergarten and kindergarten were lower than 
historical precedent in line with statewide findings, significant variations were also seen 
in the cohort survival rates for grades 9 and 12 (bolded in Figure 7 above). In the case 
of grade 9, the 2020 cohort progression rate was much lower than historical precedent, 
which means that a smaller percentage of 8th grade students persisted to 9th grade 
than historically. 

On the other hand, the grade 12 survival rate in 2020 was much higher than historical 
precedent, which means that, generally, a higher percentage of 11th grades moved on 
to 12th grade than historically was the case. An additional figure of interest is the 10th 

grade rate for 2020, which, while low at .81 compared to other grades, is well in line 
with historical precedent for the grade. This low cohort survival rate has historically 
contributed to large grade 9 student counts when compared to other grades. 

Additional Context on Uncertainty 
Projections of future enrollment are inherently built on uncertainty, as expectations of 
future student counts are based on past trends. These projections utilize three key 
sources of uncertainty. Figure 9 below details each source of uncertainty, and how this 
uncertainty is operationalized to create the projections. 

Figure 9: Factors of Uncertainty 

 
Factor Description Operationalization 

How “normal” are 
Oct. 2020 counts? 

• It is highly likely that Oct. 
2020 enrollment counts do 
not reflect student 
population that will enroll at 
HPS in the future. 

• Projections use composite 
2020 enrollment based on 
historical percentage change 

 • The extent to which future 
counts reflect 2020 
enrollment changes are 
factored into enrollment 
projection scenarios. 

What cohort survival 
rates are most 
predictive of future 
enrollment? 

• Student persistence through 
grades changes year to 
year, which can impact 
future enrollment 
projections. 

• Projections use average 
survival ratios. 
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What will happen in 
Pre-K grades in the 
fall of 2021? 

• Evidence suggests that 
parents are delaying school 
start for young children. 

• This could result in more 
students enrolling next fall 
than historical enrollment 
evidence would suggest. 

• Projections use 2019 counts if 
higher than 2020 counts. 

 
Enrollment Projections 
Projected District EnrollmentE 

The district total enrollment projections are created using a combination of historical 
enrollment progression rates, population trends for Hartford (including future 
projections), and Hartford birth rate trends. The projections assume that future 
enrollment will reflect prior changes in enrollment. The projections assume that 
Hartford’s enrollment changes will follow historical precedent. This scenario assumes 
that the 2020 enrollment counts are lower than expected and that future changes in 
enrollment will mirror recent changes in Hartford’s enrollment figures. Future district 
enrollment can be influenced by changes in Regional School Choice Office (RSCO) 
options for greater Hartford public school students and subject to the associated lottery 
processes for enrolling students. Hartford Public Schools enrollment is projected to 
decrease by 2,200 students by 2030 based on the enrollment projects. 

Figure 10 below contains historical district enrollment and the projected change in 
enrollment over time compared to October 2020 actual enrollment. This projected 
change represents a decrease of 8.7%, compared to the 17% decrease experienced 
by the district from 2011 to 2020. In the case of the chosen projection scenario, 2021 
projected enrollment is higher than 2020 counts, even when ultimately a decrease in 
enrollment is projected by the end of the projection period. This is due to the treatment 
of 2020 counts, as specified above, and the extent to which 2020 counts are 
representative of future changes in enrollment. 

Figure 10: Hartford Public Schools Projected Enrollment – Table 

 
Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Total Students 
(Actual) 21,297 21,965 21,819 21,949 21,467 20,888 20,160 19,766 18,876 17,733 

 
Projection 2020 

Actual 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Projection 17,733 17,996 17,700 17,409 17,123 16,841 16,564 16,292 16,024 15,760 15,501 

 

 
E For a more in-depth overview of how district enrollment was projected, please see Appendix A. 

Projection (Change 
from 2020 Actuals) 

2020 

 

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
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Projection 17,733 263 (33) (324) (610) (892) (1,169) (1,441) (1,709) (1,973) (2,232) 

 
Figure 11 provides a longitudinal view of Figure 10 to show the scale of the projected 
decline in enrollment compared to historical experience. Actual historical enrollment is 
represented by dark blue bars at the left of the chart. The projected enrollment is shown 
in the light blue bar on the right side of the graph. 

Figure 11: Hartford Public Schools Projected Enrollment - Chart 
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Projected District Enrollment by GradeF 

Figures 12 and 13 below shows historical Hartford Public Schools enrollment by grade. 
Larger student counts and percentages are highlighted in green, while smaller student 
counts and percentages are highlighted red. All grades experienced a decrease in the 
number of students enrolled from 2011 to 2020 with the exception of P3 (due to not 
recording data in 2011) and grade 12, where 184 more students enrolled in 2020. 
Generally, grade 9 is the largest grade in the district as measured by the percent of 
total students enrolled. The largest cohort of students who started in kindergarten in 
2011 have been moving through the school system over the past ten years and are 
represented in green in Figures 12 and 13 from 2011 in kindergarten to 2019 as 9th 

graders. 
 

Figure 12: Hartford Public Schools Enrollment by Grade - Counts 

 
Grade/Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

P3 - 1 401 278 359 2 385 387 418 444 
PK 1,040 1,153 913 1,127 958 1,316 896 941 921 738 
KF 1,796 1,768 1,685 1,766 1,530 1,462 1,380 1401 1,285 1,086 
1 1,745 1,848 1,735 1,675 1,666 1,485 1,433 1380 1,323 1,240 

 
F For a more in-depth overview of how district grade-level enrollment was projected, please see Appendix A. 
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2 1,540 1,680 1,711 1,653 1,521 1,552 1,445 1340 1,290 1,279 
3 1,595 1,514 1,659 1,694 1,603 1,515 1,478 1413 1,294 1,243 
4 1,514 1,646 1,501 1,605 1,661 1,576 1,433 1449 1,355 1,264 
5 1,486 1,477 1,613 1,457 1,488 1,599 1,493 1414 1,348 1,296 
6 1,642 1,583 1,565 1,693 1,537 1,489 1,638 1516 1,396 1,299 
7 1,702 1,632 1,524 1,563 1,665 1,490 1,471 1627 1,456 1,314 
8 1,698 1,742 1,615 1,508 1,592 1,640 1,429 1446 1,521 1,403 
9 1,801 1,923 1,906 1,855 1,825 1,714 1,685 1569 1,643 1,415 

10 1,332 1,440 1,512 1,444 1,363 1,378 1,385 1410 1,251 1,330 
11 1,320 1,291 1,302 1,336 1,424 1,311 1,286 1215 1,205 1,098 
12 1,086 1,267 1,177 1,295 1,275 1,359 1,323 1258 1,170 1,284 

Total 21,297 21,965 21,819 21,949 21,467 20,888 20,160 19,766 18,876 17,733 
 

 
Figure 13: Hartford Public Schools Enrollment by Grade - % of Year Enrollment 

 

Grade/Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
P3 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 1.3% 1.7% 0.0% 1.9% 2.0% 2.2% 2.5% 

PK 4.9% 5.2% 4.2% 5.1% 4.5% 6.3% 4.4% 4.8% 4.9% 4.2% 

KF 8.4% 8.0% 7.7% 8.0% 7.1% 7.0% 6.8% 7.1% 6.8% 6.1% 

1 8.2% 8.4% 8.0% 7.6% 7.8% 7.1% 7.1% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 

2 7.2% 7.6% 7.8% 7.5% 7.1% 7.4% 7.2% 6.8% 6.8% 7.2% 

3 7.5% 6.9% 7.6% 7.7% 7.5% 7.3% 7.3% 7.1% 6.9% 7.0% 

4 7.1% 7.5% 6.9% 7.3% 7.7% 7.5% 7.1% 7.3% 7.2% 7.1% 

5 7.0% 6.7% 7.4% 6.6% 6.9% 7.7% 7.4% 7.2% 7.1% 7.3% 

6 7.7% 7.2% 7.2% 7.7% 7.2% 7.1% 8.1% 7.7% 7.4% 7.3% 

7 8.0% 7.4% 7.0% 7.1% 7.8% 7.1% 7.3% 8.2% 7.7% 7.4% 

8 8.0% 7.9% 7.4% 6.9% 7.4% 7.9% 7.1% 7.3% 8.1% 7.9% 

9 8.5% 8.8% 8.7% 8.5% 8.5% 8.2% 8.4% 7.9% 8.7% 8.0% 

10 6.3% 6.6% 6.9% 6.6% 6.3% 6.6% 6.9% 7.1% 6.6% 7.5% 

11 6.2% 5.9% 6.0% 6.1% 6.6% 6.3% 6.4% 6.1% 6.4% 6.2% 

12 5.1% 5.8% 5.4% 5.9% 5.9% 6.5% 6.6% 6.4% 6.2% 7.2% 
 
 

District grade-level projections are based initially on the cohort-survival rate 
methodology described earlier in this work. In this case, however, special “composite” 
cohort-survival rates for October 2020 counts have been created due to 2020 actual 
rates deviating significantly from historical precedent (see Figure 8 above). The district 
total by grade projections are based on combination of cohort survival between 
grades in the district and projected changes in Hartford’s school-aged population. The 
enrollment projection assumes the district will experience historically typical cohort 
survival rates, and that projected district-grade level enrollment will be reflective of 
historical changes in enrollment. This means that all historical progression rates were 
weighted evenly. These projections assume no changes in school programming, Sheff 
choice system, housing offerings, feeder schools, or future school transitions. 
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Figure 14 below details grade enrollment projections through 2030. All grades are 
projected to experiences decreases in enrollment by 2030 with the exception of P3 and 
grade 9. Please note that due to differences in projection techniques, the sum of grade 
projections will not necessarily equal the district projection detailed earlier in this work, 
but will generally point in the same direction with a similar magnitude of change 
projected to occur for each scenario level. 

 
Figure 14: District Grade-Level Enrollment Projections 

 
Year 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

P3 457 470 484 498 509 521 533 546 559 570 

PK 727 716 706 695 681 667 654 641 628 613 

KF 1,060 1,036 1,011 987 973 959 945 931 917 897 

1 1,216 1,192 1,168 1,145 1,132 1,120 1,108 1,096 1,084 1,064 

2 1,238 1,199 1,161 1,124 1,098 1,073 1,048 1,024 1,000 970 

3 1,218 1,194 1,170 1,146 1,133 1,120 1,108 1,095 1,083 1,062 

4 1,240 1,217 1,195 1,173 1,161 1,150 1,139 1,128 1,117 1,097 

5 1,277 1,258 1,240 1,222 1,189 1,158 1,127 1,097 1,067 1,052 

6 1,300 1,301 1,302 1,303 1,289 1,274 1,260 1,246 1,232 1,233 

7 1,300 1,285 1,271 1,257 1,228 1,199 1,172 1,145 1,118 1,106 

8 1,384 1,366 1,348 1,330 1,296 1,263 1,231 1,200 1,169 1,154 

9 1,436 1,458 1,480 1,503 1,507 1,512 1,516 1,521 1,526 1,549 

10 1,270 1,213 1,159 1,107 1,074 1,042 1,011 981 952 912 

11 1,054 1,012 972 933 911 888 866 845 824 794 

12 1,248 1,212 1,178 1,144 1,129 1,114 1,099 1,085 1,071 1,044 

Total 17,426 17,130 16,843 16,566 16,311 16,061 15,817 15,579 15,347 15,119 

 

Projected School Enrollment by GradeG 

School projections are based on a combination of cohort survival rates for an individual 
grade at a given school and the projected changes in Hartford’s school-aged 
population. The projections assume that schools will experience historically typical 
cohort survival rates, and that projected school level enrollment will be reflective of 
historical changes in enrollment. This means that all historical cohort survival rates were 
weighted evenly. These projections assume no changes in school programming, Sheff 
choice system, housing offerings, feeder schools, or future school transitions. Future 
school enrollment can be influenced by whether or not a school is part of the Regional 
School Choice Office (RSCO) options for greater Hartford public school students and 
subject to the associated lottery processes for enrolling students at the school. 

Enrollment projections for all district schools cannot be included here due to space 
constraints. Instead, all school projections can be found in the accompanying and 
school projection report created in tandem with this report. Please note that due to the 

 
 

G Due to space constraints, enrollment projections for all schools are not included in this report. Instead, school level 
projections can be found in the accompanying Excel model. For more information on how school enrollment was 
projected, please see Appendix A. 
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method used to calculate these projections, the sum of all projected school enrollment 
does not equal to the total district enrollment projected as seen earlier in this work. 

Figure 15 below details the number and percent of schools by scenario, expected to 
increase, decrease, and maintain enrollment over the projection period. Maintaining 
enrollment in this analysis is defined by a school experiencing an enrollment increase or 
decrease of 5 percent or less. Please note that this analysis includes all unique facility 
codes provided by the district, which is a more inclusive categorization of facilities than 
the number of schools operated by the district. Each cell in these tables refers to a 
count of schools. 

Figure 15: Projected School Enrollment Change Breakdown (# and % of Schools) 

 
Scenario Decrease Maintain (+/- 5%) Increase 

Projection 27 17 20 

 
Scenario Decrease Maintain (+/- 5%) Increase 

Projection 42.2% 26.6% 31.3% 

 
Figure 16 below details the number and percent of projected students enrolled in each 
category of school (decrease, maintain, increase enrollment). As per Figure 15 above, 
maintaining enrollment in this analysis is defined by a school experiencing an enrollment 
increase or decrease of 5 percent or less. Please note that this analysis includes all 
unique facility codes provided by the district, which is a more inclusive categorization of 
facilities than the number of schools operated by the district. Each cell in these tables 
refers to a count of students. 

Figure 16: Projected Enrollment in Schools by Categorization and Scenario (# and % of Students) 

 
Scenario Decrease Maintain (+/- 5%) Increase Total 

Projection 7,139 4,541 5,289 16,969 

 
Scenario Decrease Maintain (+/- 5%) Increase Total 

Projection 42.1% 26.8% 31.2% 100.0% 
 
 

Projected School Zone Enrollment 
Figure 17 below shows historical district enrollment by school zone over the past ten 
years. School zones 1, 2, and 3 have experienced enrollment declines over the past 10 
years with school zone 4 experiencing a modest increase. However, it is important to 
note that these figures were calculated using current schools operated by HPS and do 
not take into account all school transitions, openings, and closures over the past 10 
years. Please note that the total amount of students enrolled across all zones is less than 
the total district enrollment for the given year, because the total district enrollment 
includes students whose primary facility is a school outside of Hartford. School zones 
only include facilities currently operated by Hartford Public Schools. 
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Figure 17: Hartford Enrollment by School Zone – Table 

 
Year / Attendance 

Zone 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

No Attendance 
Zone 327 603 579 691 782 806 880 1,019 1,078 971 

1 3,950 4,176 3,988 4,011 3,904 3,784 3,663 3,699 3,947 3,959 
 

2 2,223 2,343 2,504 2,472 2,465 2,411 2,335 2,500 2,358 2,177 

3 4,308 4,371 4,231 4,248 4,148 4,079 3,855 4,158 4,945 4,511 
4 4,212 4,584 4,774 5,000 4,961 5,119 5,026 4,849 4,671 4,237 

4(PK-8), 1(9-12) 690 760 819 884 910 913 885 833 711 712 
4 (9-10) / 1 (11-12) 399 407 379 375 378 686 631 680 562 592 
Total Students in 

HPS Schools 16,109 17,244 17,274 17,681 17,548 17,798 17,275 17,738 18,272 17,159 

 
 

School zone projections reflect the aggregated totals of the school projections by 
specific school zone. In alignment with the school enrollment projections, the 
projections assume that schools will experience historically typical cohort survival rates. 
These projections assume no changes in school programming, Sheff choice system, 
housing offerings, feeder schools, or future school transitions. Future school enrollment 
can be influenced by whether or not a school is part of the Regional School Choice 
Office (RSCO) options for greater Hartford public school students and subject to the 
associated lottery processes for enrolling students at the school. 

The projections assume that projected school level enrollment will be reflective of 
historical changes in enrollment. This scenario projects that future changes in enrollment 
levels will resemble an average of changes in enrollment based upon prior years. This 
means that all historical cohort survival rates were weighted evenly. Figure 18 below 
contains the school zone projections under the chose enrollment projection. Please 
note that due to the method for calculating these projections, the sum of all school 
zone enrollment projected is not equal to the total district enrollment projected as seen 
earlier in this work. 

 
Figure 18: Projected Enrollment by School Zone 

 
Year / Attendance 

Zone 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

No School Zone 1,081 1,080 1,079 1,078 1,084 1,091 1,098 1,106 1,114 1,121 
1 3,920 3,884 3,853 3,826 3,811 3,800 3,793 3,790 3,790 3,791 
2 2,168 2,162 2,157 2,153 2,150 2,148 2,147 2,148 2,150 2,155 
3 4,567 4,533 4,506 4,486 4,481 4,484 4,495 4,515 4,545 4,586 
4 4,257 4,245 4,237 4,231 4,222 4,217 4,214 4,214 4,217 4,231 

4(PK-8), 1(9-12) 689 674 660 647 636 626 617 608 601 594 
4 (9-10) / 1 (11-12) 578 564 551 538 530 523 515 508 502 492 
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Projected Out-of-District EnrollmentH 

Understanding current and future enrollment in out-of-district choice students is crucial 
to understanding future in-district enrollment projections. This is especially true for 
Hartford, which has the largest number of choice students educated out-of-district in 
the State of Connecticut. Figures 19 and 20 below detail historical changes in the 
quantity and composition of Hartford’s out-of-district choice students. Please note that 
the “Blank” choice category is primarily but not exclusively composed of students 
attending state charter schools, which do not appear to have been included in the 
count of students attending out-of-district schools prior to 2016 which results in the large 
increase of students from that year forward. 

The number of students attending the above programs out-of-district has increased 
177% over the past 10 years, from 3,336 students to 9,233 students. Significant growth in 
the number of students attending out-of-district interdistrict magnets has driven this 
increase. 

Figure 19: Hartford Out-of-District Enrollment - Chart 

 

 
 

 
Figure 20: Hartford Out-of-District Enrollment - Table 

 

Code Definition Choice 
Code 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Charter or Other (blank) 
or 0 63 71 84 100 110 2,401 2,539 2,405 2,488 2,462 

Vo-Ag 1 49 52 56 58 53 53 44 46 49 40 
Open Choice 2 1,345 1,657 1,804 1,986 2,128 2,197 2,164 2,201 2,170 2,152 

Magnet 3 1,879 2,125 2,750 3,214 3,415 3,753 3,885 4,106 4,293 4,579 
Total - 3,336 3,905 4,694 5,358 5,706 8,404 8,632 8,758 9,000 9,233 

 
 
 

H Out-of-District choice enrollment data is sourced from the R2 report provided by Hartford Public Schools s staff. For a 
more in-depth overview of how enrollment was projected, please see Appendix A. 
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Out-of-district enrollment projections refer to Charter or Other (Codes 0 or blank), Vo-Ag 
(Code 1), Open Choice (Code 2), and Magnet (Code 3) outplacements. The 
projections assume that the district will experience historically typical progression rates. 
This scenario projects that future changes in enrollment will resemble the changes in 
enrollment of prior years. This means that prior progression weights were weighted 
evenly. 

Figure 21 below details the projected enrollment for students pursuing out-of-district 
choice education. The number of students projected to enroll in out-of-district choice 
programs is expected to increase slightly over the next ten years. It is important to note 
that the number of students attending choice programs out-of-district is ultimately 
dependent on the number of seats available in these programs. 

Figure 21: Out-of-District Enrollment Projections 

 

Code Definition Choice 
Code 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Charter or Other (blank) or 
0 2,445 2,428 2,411 2,395 2,378 2,362 2,346 2,330 2,314 2,298 

Vo-Ag 1 39 39 38 38 37 36 36 35 35 34 
Open Choice 2 2,138 2,123 2,109 2,095 2,080 2,066 2,053 2,039 2,025 2,011 

Magnet 3 4,631 4,684 4,738 4,792 4,847 4,903 4,959 5,015 5,073 5,131 
Total - 9,253 9,274 9,296 9,319 9,343 9,367 9,393 9,419 9,446 9,474 

 
 
 

Projected Special Education District Outplacement EnrollmentI 

Accurate projections of future special education outplacements made by Hartford 
Public Schools are important to understanding future in-district capacity and resource 
requirements, as well as future expectations for special education tuition expenditures. 
Although not a historically large proportion of Hartford resident students, this part of the 
student population is key to understanding how Hartford Public Schools can serve 
students regardless of need in the appropriate educational setting. 

Figure 22 below details the historical special education outplacement population by 
grade. Special education outplacements refer to students who are coded as special 
education in the PSIS enrollment file and have a primary facility code that is not a HPS 
operated school. Please note that these counts do not include students attending a 
choice program out-of-district (for example, Open Choice or a RESC interdistrict 
magnet school) who are then placed out-of-district by the receiving districts. Larger 
student counts are highlighted in green, while smaller student counts are highlighted in 
red. 

The historical trend for these students shows a steady increase of students from 2011 
through 2018, before the total count of students declined slightly over the following two 
years. Also of note for this student population is that throughout the time period 

 
I For a more in-depth overview of how enrollment was projected, please see Appendix A. 
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analyzed, student counts are higher in higher grades with particular concentration in 
grade 12. The concentration of students in grade 12 is not surprising given that the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) covers students from age 3 to high 
school graduation or age 22, whichever comes first.J 

Figure 22: Hartford Special Education District Outplacements 

 
Grade/Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

P3 - - - - - - 1 - - - 
PK - 1 - 3 4 - - 3 - - 
KF - - 1 - 3 4 - 1 1 - 
1 - 3 6 6 2 3 4 2 4 3 
2 4 10 7 8 7 7 6 9 6 5 
3 7 8 12 17 10 14 9 11 13 13 
4 11 11 14 13 19 12 21 11 17 14 
5 12 15 13 17 17 20 19 26 13 18 
6 13 18 23 17 19 19 24 20 24 11 
7 18 19 22 24 19 23 23 33 21 25 
8 26 21 29 17 24 27 22 26 34 20 
9 32 35 26 33 28 25 29 27 33 37 

10 21 32 30 38 34 30 27 39 33 35 
11 32 21 34 19 28 35 26 26 31 38 
12 37 49 48 56 46 49 63 65 57 62 

Total 213 243 265 268 260 268 274 299 287 281 
 
 

Figure 23 below contains projected special education district outplacements over the 
projection period (from 2021 through 2030).The projections assume that the district will 
experience historically typical progression rates. This scenario projects that future 
changes in special education outplacement enrollment will resemble the changes in 
enrollment of prior years. This means that prior progression weights were weighted 
evenly. This scenario projects a modest increase of students to 337 students by 2030, as 
a result of using broadly historical progression rates in the projection process. 

Figure 23: Projected Special Education District Outplacements 

 
Year 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
P3 - - - - - - - - - - 

 
J the United States District Court for Connecticut published a decision on June 10, 2020 granting summary judgment for 
the Plaintiff Class in a class action suit brought against the Connecticut State Board of Education (the Board). According 
to this decision, special education and related services under the IDEA must remain available until the student’s 22nd 
birthday. 

For more information please see: Mirtle, J., and Klimkiewicz, B. (2020, September 4). Update Regarding IDEA Eligibility 
Extended Until Age 22. Hartford, CT: State of Connecticut, Department of Education. 
Available from https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/SDE/Digest/2020-21/September-4-2020-Updated-Guidance- Regarding-
IDEA-Eligibility-Until-Age-22.pdf. 
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PK - - - - - - - - - - 
KF - - - - - - - - - - 
1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
2 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
3 14 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
4 14 13 13 12 12 12 11 11 11 11 
5 17 16 15 14 12 11 10 10 9 8 
6 11 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
7 25 24 24 24 23 23 22 22 21 21 
8 22 24 26 29 31 34 36 39 43 47 
9 39 40 42 44 45 47 48 50 51 54 

10 36 37 38 39 41 43 45 46 49 50 
11 39 39 40 40 42 43 44 45 47 48 
12 61 60 59 58 58 58 58 58 58 57 

Total 284 287 291 295 301 307 314 321 329 337 

 
Projected Special Education Out-of-District Outplacement EnrollmentK Accurate 
projections of future special education outplacements made by partner districts (not Hartford 
Public Schools) are similarly important in understanding the future impact of out-of-district choice 
programs on the capacity and resource requirements 

in-district. The students included and projected under this category are participating in 
choice programs are either attending two facilities simultaneously in accordance with 
an IEP or are outplaced to a private special education facility. Please note that these 
projections do not include students who are placed out-of-district by Hartford Public 
Schools, but solely those placed by a receiving district operating a choice program (for 
example Open Choice or an interdistrict magnet school). 

These out-of-district projections refer to students attending two facilities simultaneously 
(Code 10), students in Open Choice and attending a private special education facility 
(Code 12), students attending two facilities simultaneously and attends a state 
approved Magnet Program (Code 13), and students who are in Open Choice and 
outplaced to another public school district (Code 22) outplacements. 

Figure 24 below details out-of-district special education outplacements from 2011 to 
2020. While a small proportion of total Hartford resident student population educated 
out-of-district, this population has experienced rapid growth over the past ten years 
from less than 20 students in 2011 to more than 80 in 2020, growth that is largely mirrored 
in the number of Hartford students educated out-of-district over that time period. 

 
 
 
 

 
K Special Education Out-of-District Outplacement enrollment data is sourced from the R2 report provided by Hartford 
Public Schools staff. For a more in-depth overview of how enrollment was projected, please see Appendix A. 



26 
 

 
 

Figure 24: Special Education Out-of-District Outplacements 

 

Code Definition Choice 
Code 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Two Facilities 10 - - - - - 2 - - - - 
SpEd and Open 

Choice 12 12 15 23 26 22 26 33 29 37 40 

Magnet and Two 
Facilities 13 - - - - - 1 - 1 30 30 

Open Choice 
Outplacement 22 5 3 8 10 8 9 11 13 15 12 

Total - 17 18 31 36 30 38 44 43 82 82 
 
 

Figure 25 below details the projected counts for this subset of students. This projection 
assumes the district will experience historically typical progression rates, and that future 
changes in enrollment will resemble the changes in enrollment of prior years. This means 
that prior progression weights were weighted evenly. 

Figure 25: Projected Special Education Out-of-District Outplacements 

 

Code Definition Choice 
Code 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Two Facilities 10 - - - - - - - - - - 
SpEd and Open 

Choice 12 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 51 

Magnet and Two 
Facilities 13 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Open Choice 
Outplacement 22 12 13 13 13 13 14 14 14 15 15 

Total - 83 85 86 87 88 90 91 93 94 96 
 

 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Detailed Methodology 
District Projections 

The district total enrollment projections are created using a combination of historical 
enrollment progression rates, population trends for Hartford (including future 
projections), and Hartford birth rate trends. 
District Total Projection 

1. Adjusted 2020 enrollment figures were calculated by multiplying the 2019 enrollment value 
by 1 plus the average percent change in enrollment from 2015- 2019. 

2. Progression Rates for each year were calculated by dividing the total enrollment of the year 
in question by the total enrollment of the prior year. 

3. A composite 2020 progression rate was generated by taking the average of the 2018-2020 
progression rates. 
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4. Projected 2021 enrollment was calculated by taking the average of 2020 composite 

progression rate, the population rate change factor, and the birth rate change factor 
multiplied by the adjusted 2020 enrollment figure. 

5. Projected 2022 values and onwards were calculated my multiplying the prior year’s 
projection value by the average of 2020 composite progression rate, the population rate 
change factor, and the birth rate change factor. 

 
District-Grade Projections 
The district total by grade projections are based on combination of cohort survival 
between grades in the district and projected changes in Hartford’s school-aged 
population. 
District-Grade Projections 

1. Projection rates were determined through cohort survival for grades 2-12 for the district 
total. 

2. Projection rates for P3, PK, KF, and Grade 1 were determined by dividing the current year 
enrollment by the average of the prior 3 years of enrollment. 2019 values were used for 
2020 due to concerns of data accuracy for 2020. 

3. Composite progression rates were calculated by taking the average of the prior three years 
of projection rates. 

4. Population projections for Hartford from the census for years 2020, 2025, and 2030 were 
used to calculate compounded annual growth rates between these years for the age groups 
provided by the census data. 

5. Adjusted projections for 2021 were calculated by averaging the composite progression 
rate with the population projection rate for the appropriate age group for each grade in 
the district total. The resulting value was multiplied by the 2020 enrollment figure. 

6. Adjusted projections for 2022 onward were calculated by multiplying the prior year’s 
projected value by the average of the composite progression rate and the compounded 
annual growth rate for the appropriate age group. 

 
School Projections 
School level projections are based on a combination of cohort survival for an individual 
grade at a given school and the projected changes in Hartford’s school-aged 
population. These projections assume no changes in school programming, Sheff choice 
system, housing offerings, feeder schools, or future school transitions. Future school 
enrollment can be influenced by whether or not a school is part of the Regional School 
Choice Office (RSCO) options for greater Hartford public school students and subject to 
the associated lottery processes for enrolling students at the school. 

School by Grade Projections 

1. Projection rates were determined through cohort survival for grades 1-12 for each 
school. 

2. Projection rates for P3, PK, and KF were calculated by dividing the current year enrollment 
by the average of the previous 3 years of enrollment. 
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3. Composite progression rates were calculated by taking the average of the 2012- 2020 

projection rates. 
4. Population projections for Hartford from the census for years 2020, 2025, and 2030 were 

used to calculate compounded annual growth rates between these years for the age groups 
provided by the census data. 

5. Adjusted projections were calculated by averaging the composite progression rate with 
the population projection rate for the appropriate age group for each grade in each school. 
The resulting value was multiplied by the 2020 enrollment figure. 

6. PK and Kindergarten projections were based on 2019 counts. 
7. Adjusted projections for 2022 onward were calculated by multiplying the prior year’s 

projected value by the average of the composite progression rate and the compounded 
annual growth rate for the appropriate age group. 

8. Specific adjustments were made to progression rates for individual years on a school by 
school basis if the school experienced a known transition or reconfiguration. 
Adjustments typically excluded abnormally high progression rates due to sudden large 
influxes of students. 

 
School Zone Projections 
School zone projections reflect the aggregated totals of the school level projection by 
specific school zone. 
School Zone Projections 

1. Projection rates were determined through cohort survival for grades 1-12 for each 
school. 

2. Projection rates for P3, PK, and KF were calculated by dividing the current year enrollment 
by the average of the previous 3 years of enrollment. 

3. Composite progression rates were calculated by taking the average of the 2012- 2020 
projection rates. 

4. Population projections for Hartford from the census for years 2020, 2025, and 2030 were 
used to calculate compounded annual growth rates between these years for the age groups 
provided by the census data. 

5. Adjusted projections were calculated by averaging the composite progression rate with 
the population projection rate for the appropriate age group for each grade in each school. 
The resulting value was multiplied by the 2020 enrollment figure. 

6. PK and Kindergarten projections were based on 2019 counts. 
7. Adjusted projections for 2022 onward were calculated by multiplying the prior year’s 

projected value by the average of the composite progression rate and the compounded 
annual growth rate for the appropriate age group. 

8. Specific adjustments were made to progression rates for individual years on a school by 
school basis if the school experienced a known transition or reconfiguration. 
Adjustments typically excluded abnormally high progression rates due to sudden large 
influxes of students. 

9. The school level projections were then aggregated by school zone. 
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Out-of-District Projections 
Out-of-district projections refer to Charter or Other (Codes 0 or blank), Vo-Ag (Code 1), 
Open Choice (Code 2), and Magnet (Code 3) outplacements. 
Out-of-District Projections 

1. Projection rates were determined by dividing the current year enrollment total by the prior 
year’s enrollment total. 

2. A composite 2020 projection rate was derived by taking the average of the 2018-2020 
progression rates. 

3. Projected 2021 enrollment was calculated by taking the average of 2020 composite 
progression rate, the population rate change factor, and the birth rate change factor 
multiplied by the adjusted 2020 enrollment figure. 

4. Projected 2022 values and onwards were calculated my multiplying the prior year’s 
projection value by the average of 2020 composite progression rate, the population rate 
change factor, and the birth rate change factor. 

 
Special Education District Outplacement Projections 
Special education outplacements refer to students who are marked as special 
education in the PSIS enrollment file and have a primary facility code that is not a HPS 
operated school. 
Special Education Outplacements 

1. Cohort survival rates were not used for these projections because most special education 
outplacements tended to be in Grades 9-12 and there was substantial variance between 
the number of students in each cohort for different grades. 

2. Progression rates were calculated by dividing the given year’s enrollment by the average of 
the prior three years of enrollment. 

3. A composite 2020 projection rate was derived by taking the average of the 2018-2020 
progression rates. 

4. Projected 2021 enrollment was calculated by taking the average of 2020 composite 
progression rate, the population rate change factor, and the birth rate change factor 
multiplied by the 2020 enrollment figure. 

5. Projected 2022 values and onwards were calculated my multiplying the prior year’s 
projection value by the average of 2020 composite progression rate, the population rate 
change factor, and the birth rate change factor. 

 
Special Education Out-of-District Outplacement Projections 
Out-of-district projections refer to students attending two facilities simultaneously (Code 
10), students in Open Choice and attending a private special education facility (Code 
12), students attending two facilities simultaneously and attends a state approved 
Magnet Program (Code 13), and students who are in Open Choice and outplaced to 
another public school district (Code 22) outplacements. 

Special Education Out-of-District Outplacement Projections 
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1. Projection rates were determined by dividing the current year enrollment total by the prior 

year’s enrollment total. 
2. A composite 2020 projection rate was derived by taking the average of the 2018-2020 

progression rates. 
3. Projected 2021 enrollment was calculated by taking the average of 2020 composite 

progression rate, the population rate change factor, and the birth rate change factor 
multiplied by the adjusted 2020 enrollment figure. 

4. Projected 2022 values and onwards were calculated my multiplying the prior year’s 
projection value by the average of 2020 composite progression rate, the population rate 
change factor, and the birth rate change factor. 

5. Code 13 values were held constant at 2020 actual levels due high volatility in 
progression rates. 
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Appendix B: Organizational Background 
Founded in 2015, the School + State Finance Project has established itself as a “go-to” 
nonpartisan policy organization for accurate data and information, independent 
analysis, and creative, thoughtful solutions for some of Connecticut’s toughest 
education and state finance challenges. The School + State Finance Project works with 
stakeholders and communities across the state, and aims to serve as a trusted resource 
for state and local policymakers, school district officials, community leaders, and all 
Connecticut citizens looking for transparent, accessible, and approachable information 
about education and state finance. 

Expertise in Education and State Finance 

Since its founding, the School + State Finance Project has worked extensively to address 
the state’s most pressing education finance challenges. With a deep and thorough 
knowledge of how Connecticut funds its public schools, the School + State Finance 
Project has significant experience in researching, modeling, and crafting policy 
solutions for state education aid and special education funding, among other areas. 
For example, during the 2017 legislative session, the School + State Finance Project 
worked with the Office of the Governor and all four legislative caucus to revise the 
Education Cost Sharing (ECS) formula, including modeling dozens of potential revisions 
and their impacts on the state budget and individual towns. 

In November 2017, the School + State Finance Project expanded its work to examine 
Connecticut’s fiscal and economic health. Since that time, the organization has used its 
knowledge of the state budget to analyze tax revenue, spending, and long-term 
pension and debt obligations, and better inform policymakers and the public about the 
financial challenges facing Connecticut. For example, the School + State Finance 
Project developed, coded, built, and launched the DIY Revenue Calculator for the 
Office of the State Comptroller. The School + State Finance Project has also assisted 
policymakers in creating legislation to begin to address some of the state’s fiscal 
challenges, including working with legislators in 2018 to write and pass a bill (through the 
state budget implementer) to explore the possibility of a structured asset transfer of the 
lottery to Connecticut’s Teachers’ Retirement System. 

More information about the School + State Finance Project and its work is available 
at www.ctschoolfinance.org and www.ctstatefinance.org. 

Nonprofit Project of TSNE MissionWorks 

The School + State Finance Project is a nonprofit project of TSNE MissionWorks, which is a 
nonpartisan and experienced fiscal sponsor that currently serves nonprofits from a 
variety of sectors throughout New England and across the country. The TSNE 
MissionWorks Board of Directors has governing authority over, and legal and fiduciary 
responsibility for, the School + State Finance Project. 

http://www.ctschoolfinance.org/
http://www.ctstatefinance.org/
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Appendix I 
 

Aggregate Operating Funding Analysis 

Year School Type 
Budgeted 

Operating Funds 
Actual Operating 

Expenditures 

2019 Magnet Schools  $80,309,264 $82,286,854 

  Neighborhood Schools 103,411,616 100,850,774 

  Difference (23,102,352) (18,563,920) 

2022 Magnet Schools  78,923,399 77,676,516 

  Neighborhood Schools 100,464,367 99,518,968 

  Difference (21,540,968) (21,842,452) 

2024 Magnet Schools  84,447,182 77,116,032 

  Neighborhood Schools 106,594,902 94,548,372 

  Difference (22,147,720) (17,432,340) 

2024-2019 Trend  954,632 1,131,580 
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Appendix J 
 

Magnet and Neighborhood School Staffing Comparison 

  FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 
Magnet Schools  1023.4 1013.2 1041 1023.3 
Neighborhood 
Schools 

1491.1 1457.9 1453.4 1424.4 

                           Note: Numbers include both certified and non-certified full-time equivalent (FTE) staff 
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Source Documents 
 
Table 1  Historical Magnet Operating Grant Per-Pupil Funding  
  Connecticut General Statutes Section 10-264l  
    
Table 2  Sheff Magnet Operating Funds Comparison by Operator   
  CSDE PSIS Admin_MagnetSchoolRacialSurveyByTown reports for applicable years  
  ECS Fixed calculation for applicable years, Form CF1C Col 1 and CF6B Col 8.  

  
CSDE Electronic Grants Management System - Grant Allocations for 2024 and 2022, ED114 System 
Reports for 2019.   

  ECS and Local Funding Proportions of the General Fund Allocation (Report Appendix F)  

  
CSDE Magnet Operating Grant  
  

Table 3  Budgeted Operating Funds Comparison of Magnet and Neighborhood Schools   
  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  CSDE PSIS Admin_MagnetSchoolRacialSurveyByTown for 10-2023,10-2021 and 10-2018  
  ECS and Local Funding Proportions of the General Fund Allocation (Report Appendix F)  
    
Table 4  Per Pupil Funding for General Fund Budget-- Neighborhood and Magnet Schools  

  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  

  CSDE PSIS Admin_MagnetSchoolRacialSurveyByTown for 10-2023,10-2021 and 10-2018  

 ECS and Local Funding Proportions of the General Fund Allocation (Report Appendix F)  
    
Table 5 HPS Trends in Enrollment, Budgeting, and Funding - FY19 and FY24  
  CSDE PSIS Admin_MagnetSchoolRacialSurveyByTown for 10-2023,10-2021 and 10-2018  
  CSDE EdSight District Enrollment Dashboard Reports for Hartford for applicable years  
  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  HPS MUNIS Report Fund_2007_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  ECS and Local Funding Proportions of the General Fund Allocation (Report Appendix F)  
    
Table 6  Alliance District and Covid Grants -- Funding Comparison  
  CSDE PSIS Admin_MagnetSchoolRacialSurveyByTown for 10-2023,10-2021 and 10-2018  
  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  HPS MUNIS Report Fund_2007_by_schoolfor 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
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Appendix A   Sheff Interdistrict Magnet Schools   
  CSDE PSIS October 1, 2023, collection file  
    
Appendix B  Historical Sheff Student Enrollments by Program  

  
CSDE PSIS October 1st Data Collection for applicable years  
  

Appendix C  Hartford Public Schools – School Facilities Summary FY2017-18 through 2025-26  
  CSDE PSIS School Facilities data  
    
Appendix D  Hartford Public Schools Building Capacity and Utilization   
  2017-18 Education Resource Strategies (ERS) Study; CSDE Records  
    
Appendix E  2018-19 Per Pupil Expenditures (Excluding Central Office Share)  
  EdSight RAR Database  
    

Appendix F  ECS and Local Funding Proportions of the General Fund Allocation  

  Adopted Hartford Public Schools Operating Budgets for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  CSDE PSIS Admin_MagnetSchoolRacialSurveyByTown for 10-2023,10-2021 and 10-2018  
    
Appendix G  Magnet School – Budgeted/Actual Expenditures Calculation  
  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  HPS MUNIS Report Fund_2007_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
Appendix H  School and State Finance Project Report  
  School and State Finance Project Report  
Appendix I  Aggregate Operating Funding Analysis  
  HPS MUNIS Report: Fund_1003_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
  HPS MUNIS Report Fund_2007_by_school for 2023-2024, 2021-2022 and 2018-2019  
Appendix J  Magnet and Neighborhood School Staffing Comparison  
  EdSight Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Staffing Trend data  
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